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THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COM-

* MISSION COLLECTION OF FEDERAL AFFIRM-
ATIVE ACTION GOALS AND TIMETABLES AND

- ENFORCEMENT OF FEDERAL SECTOR EEO
COMPLAINTS

TUESDAY, JULY 23, 1985

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE 0N EMPLOYMENT QPPORTUNITIES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, ot 9:04 am., in room
2257, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Matthew G. Martinez
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Martinez, Williams, Hayes,
Hawkins (ex officio), and Gunderson.

Also present: Representative Murphy.

Staff rresent: Eric P. Jensen, acting staf{ director; Paul Cano,
legislative assistant; Genevieve Galbreath, chief clerk/staff assist-
ant; Pat.icia L. Kelly, staff assistant; Dr. Beth Buehlmann, Repuk-
lican staff director for education; and Mary Gardner, Republican
legislative associate.

Mr. MarTinez. This hearing of the Subcommittee on Employ-
ment Opportunities will now come to order.

I will make my opening statement now and then ask Mr. Hayes
if he has one.

In a preliminary EEOC report on employment of minorities,
women, and handicapped indivicuals in the Federal Government
for fiscal year 1983, the EEOC pointed out that “work still needs to
be done before the Federal Government achieves a corapletely rep-
resentative work force.”

. In that same report, the EEOC found that “Despite some upward
movement, women and minorities are underrepresented in several
categories of the Federal Government, compared to the civilian
work force. Despite some gains, blacks, Hispanics, American Indi-
ans and women are still concentrated in the lower-paid positions.

“In most agencies, handicapped individuals remain underrepre-
sented in occupati~nal categories and at all grade levels. Hispanics
continue to be the only minority group which is underrepresented
in the Federal work force as a whole in comparison to the national
civilian labor force.”
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It is readily apparent, then, that despite the role of the Federal
Governmert as a model employer in the country, underrepresenta-
tion of women and minorities still remains a major problem.

As in all employment policy decisions, a priority must be estab-
lished before an organization can proceed to fulfill its objectives. It
is my sincere hope that the equal employment and utilization of all
groups of workers is the highest goal of the Federal Government.
Thus, the assessment of worker representation and the use of cor-
rective devices such as goals and timetables should be an integral
part of affirmative action plans submitted by Federal agencies to
the EEOC.

According to competent legal advice offered by the Congressional
Research Service and other advisory groups, section 717 of title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and section 310 of the Civil Service
Reform Act of 1978 obliges Federal agencies to develop and carry
out affirmative action programs. At the same time, Congress and
the executive branch have given EEOC authority to issue directives
to agencies on how to fulfill these affirmative action responsibil-
ities and has required agencies to comply with EEOC’s instructions.
Accordingly, EEOC Management Directive 707 and 707A require
agencies to develop goals and timetables in their affirmative action
plans and submit them to EEOC by December 31 of each year.

Last year the Department of Justice, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, and the National Endowment for the Humanities refused to
abide by the governing laws requiring agency submission of affirm-
ative action goals and timetables in their plans. It is the concern of
this chair and the public ciiizens that responsible heads of agencies
should not take the law into their own hands, especially when 107
other Presidentially-appointed directors of agencies complied law-
fully, and three chose to dischey the law which they dislike. There
is no basis in law or any Federal court decisions which support the
recalcitrant agencies’ position. The mere use of recruitment and
training belies the sincerity of the agencies in achieving full em-
ployment opportunities for minority workers. Today’s witnesses
will address both sides of the issue.

With that, before I turn to Mr. Hayes, I would like to recognize
Mr. Murphy, who has joined us because h- "1as a constituent testi-
tying here today. Has IVf'our constituent arrived yet?

Mr. MurpHY. No, Mr. Chairman. I am just very concerned with
the matter that you're looking into and would like the privilege of
sitting in on part of your hearings.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Very good.

Mr. Hayes, do you have an opening statement?

Mr. Haves. Mr. Chairman, just let me thank you first for calling
this hearing. I notice we have a rather impressive list of witnesses
this morning, headed by my colleague from Illinois, Congresswom-
an Collins, and certainly I don’t want to be guilty of using up any
unnecessary time with a statement. I want to get right to the wit-
nesses and listen to what they have to say this morning.

Thank you very much.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Very good, Mr. Hayes.

We ar- ioined by Gus Hawkins, t}{’e Chairman of the full Educa-
tion and Labor Committee. Mr. Hawkins, do you have an opening
statement?

6
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Mr. Hawkins. I have no statement.
[The opening statement of Hon. Pat Williams follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON Pat WILLIAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF MONTANA

I am pleased Mr Chairman to join you and others today in a series of hearings on
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and the enforcement of equal em-
ployment in the federal government. Vigorous equal employment enforcement in
the federal government 1s critical because it sets an importent example, influences
the labor market in general, and demonstrates that programs like affirmative
action can make a difference At an even more fundamental level it is intolerable
that the tax money of all our citizens should bz spent in any way which discrimi-
nates &gainst some of our people.

I am particularly concerned that ceratain agencies in the Federal government
have refused to submit viable affirmative action plans which include goals and time-
tables for hiring and I look forvard to hearing from them today. I have also been
disturbed by statements from Chairman Thomas against goals and timetables. As
the enforcement agent for equal employment in the federal government, the EEOC
must take an aggressive and realistic view of what constitutes affirmative action.

Affirmative action for tweniy years has proven to be one of the most effective
mezns of ensuring equal employment opportunity for women and minorities. Goals
and timetables are a critical >omponent of good faith affirmative action plans which
achieve tangible results. Initially, over twenty years ago we tried affirmative action
without goals and timetables and the results were unsatisfactory. Since then Con-
gress and the courts have repeatedly rejected attempts to limit affirmative action
and to do away with goals.

Goals and timetables are an acceptabte managerial procedure to achieve all kinds
of ends It allows employe-s to focus on a desired result and to measure their suc-
cess toward that end. Goa's and timetak.les are even more critical today than in the
past because we are faced with more subtle and hidden forms of discrimination.
Goals and timetables help agencies measure their success in overcoming subtle but
invidious forms of discrimination.

Critics argue that race and gender conscious remedies run counter to the ideal of
a ‘“color blind—gender blind” society ard elevate group rights over individual
rights. However, this ignores the fact that past discrimination against groups has
persistent, present day effects in overall employment patterns and hiring practices.
Only affirmative action which is group-conscious can redress the discrimination em-
bedded in our system. Affirmative action plans with goals and timetables allow the
federal government to address past institutional racism and sexism while protecting
the rights of current employees.

Mr. MArTINEZ. With that, we will proceed with the first witness,
glne H&;ll?_rable Cardiss (vllins, a Member of Congress from Illinois.
rs. ins.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARDISS COLLINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mrs. CoLLins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and all the members of
the subcommittee and the full committee here. I sincerely thank
you for the invitation to appear before you today to discuss H.R.
781, legislation I introduced on January 30 to strengthen the au-
thority of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission in its
enforcement of nondiscriminatory policies within the Federal work
force. One of the main tools suggested was the use of subl?oena
power by the EEOC to compel compliance from recalcitrant Feder-
al agencies.

Let me briefly note how the House Government Activities and
Transportation Subcommittee, which I chair, initially beca ne in-
volved in this issue.

On January 16, 1984, Dr. William Bennett, who wes then Chair-
man of the National Endowment for the Humanities, wrote to
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EEOC Chairman Clarence Thomas to announce that his &gency no
longer planned to comply with Federal directives whicli require all
Federal agencies to annually submit hiring and promotion goals
and timetables for its work force.

These requirements are clearly set forth in section 717 of title
VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, as amended, and the 1978 Civil
Service Reform Act. Congress has also given the EEOC authority to &
1ssue directives to all agencies on how to fulfill these affirmative
action responsibilities and has required agencies to comply with
EEOC’s instructions. This was not a partisan issue, since 107 other )
Federal agencies, all headed by Presidential appointees, complied Y
with the law for fiscal year 1984.

Mr. Bennett’s decision to place himself and his Agency above the
law was supported by James Miller, head of the Federal Trade
Commission, and Mr. William French Smith, then Aitorney Gener-
al of the Department of Justice. Such civil disobedience by an
Agency head, holding himself above the law, has obviously been re-
warded by the White House. Mr. Bennett has been promoted to
Secretary of the Department of Education, and Mr. Miller was
nominated this past week to replace David Stockman as the person
who controls the Federal Government’s purse strings.

Our subcommittee held a hearing on July 25, 1984, to question
the complete reversal by the NEH which had properly submitted
the necessary employment goals and timetables for its affirmative
action plans for fiscal years 1980 through 1983, and abandoned the
data for fiscal year 1984. As a result of the hearing, an investiga-
tive report was issued on May 5 with specific findings and recom-
mendations. Attached to my testimony are the subsequent replies
from Mr. John Agresto, who is acting NEH Chairman, James
Miller of the FTC, and 2ennett of the Department of Education.
Last night, very late, after 2% months, we finally received a re-
sponse from the Justice Department which we, of course, have not
had a chance to read.

But at that hearing, William H. Brown, III, who chaired the
EEOC during the Nixon administration, noted that—and I quote—
“The refusal of the Chairman for the National Endowment for the
Humanities to comply with section 717 of title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and with Executive Order 1148, as well as with
the directives of the Office of Pe~sonnel Management, to identify
under-representation of minoritic. nd to establish goals and time-
tables where such underrepresentation exists, is inexcusable and
should not be tolerated.” .

Quoting further: “All of us who have served in the Government
have taken an oath of office to uphold and defend the Constitutior.
of the United States as well as the laws of this country. Nowhere
has it been suggested that in accepting a high Government position ‘
we would be allowed the discretion of enforcement and upholding
only those laws with which we agree.”

Mr. Brown further stated—and I'm quoting now—“The decision
in this case of the Chairman of NEH to separate his agenC{ from
more than 100 others who have obeyed the law a.id the regulations
of EEOC makes one wonder whether he believes that this is a
nation of laws or a nation of individuals.”
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Now, I strongly agree with Mr. Brown that “laws thai are fla-
grantly violated or poorly enforced weaken the entire fabric of our
society and our system of justice.”

Another witness, the distinguished Dr. Arthur Flemming, who
was HEW Secretary under President Eisenhower, challenged the
right of any agency head to ignore the law—and I quote: “In my
judgment, this is a refusal to cormply with the law and consequent-
ly constitutes a violation of the oath of office. The Congress said
that the head of each depaitment, agency or unit shall comply, not
may comply, but shall comply with such rules, regulations, orders
and instructions.”

Dr. Flemming stressed the fact that all Federal officials musc
obey all Federal laws, whether they agree with them or not, until
they can persuade the Congress to change those laws or to have the
courts overturn them. Yet, this has not occurred.

Goals and timetables as a Federal requirement were not picked
out of a hat. These policies were developed by the Federal Govern-
ment in response to nersistent employment practices within both
the public and private sector which systematically excluded women
and minorities from the employment marketplace and fair competi-
tion.

Since the inception of these provisions, there have been signifi-
cant changes in the workplace triggered by insistent enforcement
of the law by the EEOC and public demand. According to Dr. Flem-
ming, “Affirmative action remedies have led to significant improve-
ments in the occupational status cf minorities and women. Gains
have occurred in the professions, in managerial positions, in manu-
facturing and trucking, in police and fire departments and other
rablic service positions. These gains are linked specifically to en-
forcement of the goals and *imetable requirements of the contract
compliance program and to court orders and consent decrees for
ratio hiring.”

At that same hearing, almost 1 year ago, EEOC Chairman Clar-
ence Thomas stated that, contrary to opinions rendered by NEH,
FTC, and the Department of Justice, the EEOC was fully empow-
ered to reyuire all Federal agencies to comply with these require-
ments, including goals and timetables.

“The EEOC is the lead agency authorized to issue such orders,
directives and other instructions as it deems necessary to Federal
agencies with regard to their equal opportunity programs. There-
fore, there is no legitimate question with regard to the Commis-
sion’s authority to seek information it deems appropriate.” This
was according to Mr. Thomas.

In a follow-up review by the American Law Division of the Con-
gressional Research Service, the investigating attorneys fully sup-
ported EEOC’s authority to set employment goals for women and
minorities, both in the statutes and in a series of Executive Orders
11246, 11478, and 12076. It also noted that under regulations issued
by the Office of Personnel Management:

All agencies must include their plans for minority recruitment in the EEO plans
which they submit 10 the EEQOC each year Such plans must include annual specific
determinations of underrepresentation for eact group and must be accompanied by

quantifiable indices by which progress toward eliminating underrepresentation can
be measured

——
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The necessary statute is there. )

Thomas stressed that, “We have viewed our statutory authority
and obligations to be at odds” with the position espoused by NEH.

The problem we have with them (NEH) 1s they are not providing us with goals
and timetables that we require to develop the plan that i1s required under Section

T17T That's the violation . They may have, for example, the best numbers in the
world and not provide us with goals and tir etables That’s the prohlem

That’s from my hearing record, also. ) )

And the EEOC was powerless to do anything to compel compli-
ance, Thomas said. He asked that Congress toughen the current
statute so the Commission could go after recalcitrant agencies who
willfully ingore the law:

1 think that for noncompliance, if we had in place sanctions or some sort of mech-
anism to require compliance, then perhaps we could get comphance, whether or nct
this sort of quasi-civil disobedience 1s valid o not But right now we have no sanc-

tions to impose aganst any agencies. All ~ve can do 13 report noncompliance to Con-
gress

That’s according to Mr. Thomas.

Then I said further, “Would you like to see Congress strengthen
the enforcement provisions that might be necessary for compli-
ance? Would that be beneficial?” Mr. Thomas replied, “I think that
Congress could simply give us some enforcement provisions. There
aren’t any right now.”

In the year since those remarks, Mr. Thomas has gone full circle
on what he thinks his agency should be doing. He testified before
my colleague, Representative Gus Hawkins, who chairs this Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, that “I do not support the use of
geals and timetables.”

Ironically, in 1983, that same EEOC Chairman had written to the
Attorney General to warn that the use of goals in Federal employ-
ment was required, had been required for some time, and that the
EEOC “stiongly protested” the action by the Justice Department
which he said “constitutes not cnly e sharp departure from accept-
able standards of interagency protocol, but was an action taken in
derogation of this agency’s statutory designation as the chief inter-
preter of title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended.”

Thomas concluded the January 26, 1983 letter to William French
Smith with the comment that “every member of the Commission
finds this unilateral action by the Department of Justice deplora-
ble.” Obviously, Mr. Thomas has conveniently chosen to forget s
own remarks, as well as his written statements.

In‘tially when I introduced H.R. 781, it was to provide subpoena
nower to the EEOC so that the agency would have the necessary
legal muscle to seek full compliance. However, subsequent remarks
by Chairinan Thomas and members of his Commission made me
question whether the agency would use this power if Congress did,
indeed, provide it.

Therefore, today I am introducing an amendment in the form of
a substitute which I think would be easier to administer and to im-
plement without lessening the same desired effect. My substitute
amendment would provide, first, that if an agency has not provided
the mandatory employment goals and timetables as part of the
annual affirmative action statement by the conclusion of the fiscal
year on September 30, the EEOC would be empowered to initiate

'E‘_E(lf‘CPY AVAILABLE 10
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| civil action in U.S. District Court to compel that any department,
| agency or appropriate unit provide the data.
| Secondly, if the EEOC does not take appropriate legal action by
Octooer 31, a month later, of that same calendar year against any
| agency which has not filed the requirzd infcrmation, then an em-
ployee of that department, agency or unit could seek legal action in
. District Court, or a labor organization on behalf of that employee
may undertake the necessary lecal action.

I believe these provisicns may be less cumbersome than going to
the Comptroller General or wading through the lengthy delays

“ that could be incurred in the earlier prcposal for the subpoena
process. We need action and we need it now. In a country of 238
million peogple. we simply cannot allow each person to decide what
laws they wili obey and which they will disregard, or we could
have complete chaos.

In closing, let me urge this subcommitiee to review the clear dis-
tinctions between the goals and timetables prescribed by the laws
versus the emotionally volutile buzz word of quotas which the Jus-
tice Department and the White House keep irying to cloud the
issue with. Let us set the record straight on these words with a def-
inition that was provided by the Department of Labor during a pre-
vious Republican administration:

Goals may not be rigid and inflexible quotas which must be met, but must be tar-

gets reasonably attainable by means of applying every good faith effort to make all
aspects of the entire affirmative action program work.

Finally, let me state for the record that the Supreme Court deci-
sions in Baake and Fullilove all strongly indicate that race-con-
scious remedies, including goals and ratios, are a lawful means for
dealing with the effects of prior discrimination.

I can believe that the world is square or that the ocean is red or
that today is Saturday; but my own personal opinion, no :natter

‘ how deeply held, does not alter any of those factual realities. The

‘ same concepts apply to the goals and tiraetables reqiirements

‘ which are currently part of the law. Anyone can disagree with
them, but until they are changed by the courts and/or the Con-
gress, they are the law and each Federal head has an ethical obli-
gation to provide that data under his or her oath of office, and the
EEOC has an obligation to einforce the tenets of that law as long as
it remains on the books.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to testify before
you this morning.

¢ [The prepared statement of Hon. Cardiss Collins, with attach-
ments, follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. Canpiss COLLINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
. FRrROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

invitation to appear before you today to discuss H.R 781, legislation I introduced on
January 30 to strengthen the autherity of the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission (EEQC) 1n its enforcement of nondiscriminatory policies within the federal
} work force One of the main tools suggested was the use of subpoena power by the

|
’ Mr. Martinez and members of this subcommittee, I want to thank you for your
|
|

EEOC to compel compliance from recalcitrant federal agencies.
Let me briefly note how the House Government Activities and Transportation
Subcommittee, which I chair, initially became involved in this issve.
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On January 16, 1984, Dr William Bennett, who was then Chairman of the Na-
tional Endowment fo.: the Humanities, wrote to EEOC Chairman Clarence Thomas
to announce that his agency no longer plarned to comply with Federal directives
which require all Federal agencies tc annuaily submut hiring and promotion goals
and timetables for its workiorce

These requiremsnts are clearly set forth 1a Section 717 of Title VII of the 1964
Cwvil Rights Act as amended and the 1978 Civil Service Reform Act Congress has
also given the EEOC authority to ssue directives to all agencies on how to fulfill
these affirmative action responsibilities and has required agencies to comply with
EEOC's instructicns

This was not a partisan issue, since 107 othcr federal sgencies, all headed by pres-
«dertial . hpointees, complied with th» law for Fiscal Year 1984.

Mr Bennett's decision to place himself and his agency above the law was support-
ed by James Miller, head of the Fed_.al Trade Commission, and William French
Smuth, ther. Attorney eneral at the Departmeat of Justice.

Such civil disobedience by an agency head, holding himself above the law, has ob
viously peen rewarded by the White House. Mr Bennett has been promoted to Sec-
retary of the Department of Education and Mr. Miller as nominated this pest
week to replace David Stockman as the person who controls the Federal purse
strings

Our subcommittes held a hearing on July 25, 1984 to question the complete rever-
sal by the NEH, which had properly submitied the necessary employment goals and
timetables for its affirmative action plans for FY 1980 through 1983, and aban-
doned the data for FY 1984. As a result of the heariug, ar. _nvestigative report wes
1ssued on May 6, with specific findings and recommendations. Attached to my testi-
mony are the subsequent replies from John Agresto, acting NEH Chairmar; James
Miller of the FTC; and Bennett of the Department of Education. We have received
no response {rom the Justice Department in spite of repeated phone canws and corre-
spondence.

At that hearing, William H. Brown, 11, who chaired the EEOC during the Nixon
Administration, noted that:

‘“Ine refusal of the Chairman for the National Endowment for the Humenitizs to
comply with section 717 of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and with Excecu-
tive Order 1148 as well as with the directives of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment to identify underrepesentatic -1 of minorities and to establish goals and timeta-
l;ljes where such underrepreseni',0:. exists is 1nexcusable and should not be tolerat-

“All of us who have served in the Government have taken an oath of office to
uphold and defend the Cunstitvtion of the United States as well as the laws of this
country Nowhere has it been suggested that in accepting a high govermnent posi-
tion, we would be allowed the discretion of enforcement and upholding only those
laws with which we agree ”

Mr. Brown further stated that:

“The decision 1n this case of the Chairman of NI'H to separate his agency from
more than 100 others who have obeyed the law and the 1egulations of EEOC makes
one wonder whether he believes this is a nation of laws or a nation of individuals.”’
[Hearing, p. 71]

I strongly agree with Brown that “laws which are flagrantly violated or poorly
enforced weaken the entire fabric of our society and ous svstem of justice.”

Another witness, the distinguished Dr. Arthur Flemming, who was HEW Secre-
t:rylunder President Eisenhower, challenged the right o any agency head to ignore
the law-

“In my judgement, this is a refusal to comply with the law and consequently con-
stitutes a violation of the oath of office.

“The Congress said that the head of each department, agency or unit gtall
comply, not may comply, but shall comply with such rules, regulations, orders and
instructions.”

Dr. Flemming stressed the fact that all federal officials must obey all federal
laws—whether they agree with them or not—until they can persuade the Congress
to change those laws or have the courts overturn them.

Yet, this has not occurred.

Goals and timetables, as a federal requirement, were not picked out of the hat.
These policies were developed by the F:geral governmert in response to prersistent
employment practices within both the public and private sector which systematical-
Iy excf’udcd women and iminorities from the employment market place and fair com-
petition

-
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Since the inception of these provisions, there have been significant changes in the
worl. place, triggered by insistent enforcement of the law by the EEQC and public
demand.

According to Dr. Flemming:

“Affirmetive action remedies have led to significant improvements in the nccupa-
tional status of minorities and women. Gains have occurred in the professions, in
maragerial rositions, .n marufacturing and tru <ing, in police and fire departments
and other public service posit’ sns. These gains are linked specifically to enforcement
of the goals and timetable -equirements of the contract compliance program and to
court orders and consent decrees for ratio hiring”

At that same hearing, almost one year ago, EEOC Chairman Clarence Thcmas
stated that, con* .ry to opinions rendered by NEH, FTC, and the Department of
Justice, the EEOC was fully empowered to require all federal agencies to comply
with these requirements, including goals and timetables.

“The EEQC is the leud agency authori-ad to issue such orders, directives and
other instructions as it deems nece- ary to federal agencies with regard to the'r
equal cpportunity programs. There. ce, ther : is no legitimate question w. . regard
to the Commission’s authority to seek information it deems appropriate ' {Hearing
transcript, p. 20]

In a follow-up review by the American Law Division of the Congressional Re-
search Service, the investigating .Attorneys fully supported EEOC’s a-ithority to set
employment goals to, womer. an” minorities, both in the statutes and in a series of
Executive Orders 11246, 11478 and 12076. It also noted that under regulations issued
by the Office of Personnel Management, “all agencies must include their plans for
minority recruitment in the EEOC plans which they submit to the EEOC each year.
Such plans must include annual specific determinations of underrepresentation for
each group and must be accompanied by quantifiable indices by which pr
toward eliminating underrepresentation can be measured ”’ {3 CFR 720.205(b)}

Thomas stressed that “we have viewed out statutory authority and obligations to
be at odds” with the position espoused by NEH. “The problem we have with them
[NEH] is they are not providing us with goals and timetable that we require to de-
velop the plan .hat’s required under Section 717. That’s the violation . . . they may
have, for example, the best numbers in the world and not provide us with goals and
timetables. That's the problem.” [Hearing, p. 29]

And the EEOC was powerless to do anything to compel compliance, Thomas said.
He asked that Congress toughen the current statute so the Commission could go
after recalcitrant agencies who willfully ignore the law:

“I think chat for noncompliance, if we had in place sanctions or some sort of
me hanism to require compliance, then perhaps we could get compliance, whether
or not this sort of quasi-civii disobedience is v~lid or not. But right now, we have no
sanctions to impose against any agencies. All we can a5 is report noncompliance to
Congress.

Representative CoLLINsS Would you like to see Congress strengthen the enforce-
ment provisions that might be necessary for compliance? Would that be beneficial?

Mr. THomas I think that Congress could simpl: give us some enforcement provi-
sions. There aren’t any now.

In the year since those remarks, Mr. Thomas has gone full circle on what he
thinks his agency should be doing. He testified before my colleague, Representative
Gus Hawkins, who chairs the Committee on Education and Labor, that:

“I do not support the use of goals and timetables.” {Hearing, sec. 14, 1984, p. 9]

Ironically, in 1983, that same EEOC Chairman had written to the Attorney Gen-
eral to warn that the use of goals in Federal employment was required, had been
required for sometime and that the EEOC “strongly prote.ted” the action by the
Justice Department, which:

“Constitutes not only a sharp departure from acceptable standards of inter-agency
protocol but was an action taken in derogation of this agency’s statutory desig - =tion
as the chief interpreter of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended.”

Thomas concluded the January 26, 1983 letter to William French Smith with the
comment that “every member of the [EEO] Commission finds thic .nilateral action
by the Department of Justice deplorable.” [Hawkins hearing, p. 65]

Obviously, Mr. Thomas has conveniently chosen to forget his own remarks as well
as his written statements.

Initially, when I introduced HR 1781, it was to provide subpeona power to the
EEOQC sc that the ageacy would have the necessary legal muscle to ssek full compli-
ance
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However, subsequent remarks by Chairman Thomas and members of his Commis-
s.on made me question whether the agency wouid use this power if Congress did
indeed provide it.

Today I am introducing an amendment in the form of a substitute which I think
wfguld be easier to administer and to implement, without lessening the same desired
effect.

By substitute amendment would provide that:

1. If an agency has not provided the -nandatory employment goals and timetables
as part of the annual affirmative a:tion statement by the conclusion of the fiscal
{)e:;r on September 30, the EEOC would be empowered to initiate civil sction in U.S.

h‘ t;ict Court to compel that any department, agency or appropriate unit provide
the data.

2. If the EEOC does not take appropriate legal action by October 31 of that same
calendar year against any agency which has not filed the required information, then
an employee of that department, agency or unit could seek legal action in district
court, or a labor organization on behalf of that employee may undertake the neces-
sary legal action.

I'believe these provisions may be less cumbersome than going to the Comptroller
General or wading through the lengthy delays that could be incurred in the earlier
prwosal for the subpoena process.

e need action and we need it now. In a country of 238 m.illion le, we simpl
cannot allow each person to decide what laws they will obey amfewo ich they will
disregard or we would have complete chaos.

In closing, let me urge this subcommittee to review the clear distinctions between
the goals and timetables prescribed by the laws versus the emotionally volatile word
of uom which the Justice Department and the White House keep trying to equate
with goals.

Let us set the ecord straight on these words with a definition provided by the
Department of Labor during a grevious Republican administration:

“Goals may not be rigid and inflexible quotas which must be met, but must be
targets reasonably attainable by means of applying every good faith effort to make
all aspects of the entire affirmative action program we~k.” [Memorandum of March
23, 1973 by the Departments of Justice ang Labor, the and the Civil Service
Commission]

Quotas, on the other hund, require hiring a fixed number or percentage. Neith2r
the EEOC nor any Federal statutes require quotas in employment. Only the courts
are empowered to order quotas—based on a finding of noncompliance with the fed-
eral laws, and the quota must be temporary, aimed at a definite pcrcentage, and
cons.dered to be the best way to redress a previous wrong.

Finally, let me state for the record that the Supreme Court’s decisions in Baake,
Weber and Fv’lilove all strongly indicate that race-conscious remedies—including
goals and ratios—are a lawful means for dealing with the effects of prior discrimina-
tion.

1 can believe *hat the world is square or that the ocean is red or that today is
Saturcay--but my own opinion, no matter how deeply held, does not alter any of
those factual realities

The same concept applies to the goals and timetable requirements which are cur-
rently part of ihe law Anyone can disagree with them but, until they are chanﬁed
by the courts and the Congress, they are the law, and each federal agency head has
an ethical obligation to provide that data under his or her oath of office, and the
EixEObpoo }Ix;s an obligation to enforce the tenets of that lax as long as it remains on
the X

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the oppc-tunity to appear before you today.

U.S. DeEparRTMENT OF Epucarion,
June 12, 1985.
H  Carpiss CoLLINS,
Cr.airwoman, Subcommuttee on Ge' ctivittes and Transpectation, Cummit-
tee on Government Operations, «tepresentatives, Wishirgton, DC.

DEAR MRs. CoLLiNs: I am respoc iing to your letter of May 28 requesting comment
on the fi lings and recommendations contained in the Sixth Report of the Commit-
tee on Cusernment Operations, “National Endowment for thz Humanities and the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,” (EEOC) baseu on a study by the Gov-
ernment Activities and Transportation Subcommittee.

The Committee found that in 1984 the National Endorvment for the Humanities
“chose to take issue with the concept of affirmative guidelines” (pp. 20-21). As 1
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have stated many times, I support the concept of affirmative action and I instituted
affirmative action policies and expanded existing affirmative action efforts at the
Endowment when I served as its Chairman I have also dope so at the Department.
I thus take 1ssue with the Committee’s finding on this point

The Committee also found “‘shortcomings in the agency’s (NEH’s) stated strategy
for achieving compliance with the Federal civil rights laws through aggressive re-
crmtment” (p 21) As I testified before the Subcommittee, ! believe that the record
of the Endowment in this area during my tenure was exemplary. Moreover, during
this period I also achieved a significant reduction in staffing levels at the Endow-
ment without adverse effects on women and minorities at the agency.

The Committee recommends I confirm that the Department of Education will
submit to EEOC “the requir:d materials in a timely fashion” (pp. 21-22). While 1
am Secretary, the Department of Education will provide all legally requir~d materi-
als to the EEOC 1n a timely fashion.

Let me state once again my strong commitment to vigorous enforcement of all
awvil rights laws and regulaticns and to the promotion of fair and equitable treat-
ment of all indiniduals without vegard to race, sex, religion, national origin, age, or
handicapped status.

Sincerely,
WiLLiaM J BENNETT, Secretary.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, June 20, 1985.
Hon Carpiss COLLINS,
Chairwoman, Subcommittee on Government Activitiec and Transportation, Commut-
tee on Government Operations, House of Repn sentatives, Washington, DC.

DeAR CHAIRwOMAN CoLLINg' Thank you for your letter of May 7, 1985 to which
this 1s in response.

As your repo t notes at pages 11-12, the Federal Trade Commiss.on “is currently
involved in implementing the equal employment directives of a court order,” which
expires on November 10, 1985. That order resulted from the court’s approval of a
revised settlement agreement resulting from a 1976 class action lawsuit alleging
racial discrimination in hiring practices in a prior Commission. The order does not
require the Commission to establish goals or time tables and in fact eliminated
those requirements which were found in the original order of settlement.

Notwithstanding the fact that the Bachman order does not require goals or time
tables, the Commission and I personally are committed in practice and principle to
promoting opportunities for equal employment for all people. As part of that com-
mitment, 1 have advocated repeatedly a program of affirmative recruitment of mi-
norities at the Commission. I am enclosing a copy of my statement on that subject.
In addition, I meet regularly with Bochman class members to discuss what is being
done to increase minavity representation among employees at the Commission
While I recognize our rask remains unfinished, I helieve our record disputes any
notion that our efforts have not met both the letter and spirit of the law. By way of
example, in fiscal yeur 1984 the percertage of offers to minority law clerks was
greater than their representation among those graduating from law school. As of
September 30, 1984, minorities comprised 36% of the total Commission workforce. A
complete statistical analysis of minority professionals’ employment at the Commis-
sion i8 contained in the 1984 Annual l{eport filed by the independent Coordinator
with the court in the Bachman matter, a copy of which is enclosed.

I do not believe the Commission can be ordered to establish hiring goals or time
tables by the majority report of a legislative subcommittee without contravening the
doctrine of separation of powers. Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission does not, as a matter of law, possess
the authority to compel any agency to submit such information. The Commission
not only subscribes to the views expressed by the Department of Justice on the law
in this matter but has concluded independently that the law aoes not requi: . this
Commission to comply with the EEQOC request.

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission respectfully declines to furnigh the in-
formation sought by the first recommendation of your report.

Sincerely yours,
James C. MiLLer 111, Chairman.

Enclosure.

cat
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STATISTIC.. ON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

GS fevel Men ‘Nomen ﬁm
GS-1 thru 8 293 1,362 1,655
GS-5 thru 12 11 99¢ 1,766
GS/GM 13-15 1,017 4] 1,458
SES 58 15 13
Total employees 4952

Statistics provided by hm Prrius, Dept oi Edwation, 245-8233

FEDERAI TRADE COMMISSION

"{EMORANDUM

To: Managers and Supervisors.
From James C. Miller 111, Chairman.
Subject- Equal Employment Opportunity and Affirmative Action.

On September 24th, 1 met witn Bachman class members and had a very useful
exchange of views. The issues ar.d 1deas we discussed reinforced by conviction that
effective humun resource management promotes equal employment opportunity and
vice versa.

In furtherance of my commitment to excellence in human resource management
a;st;xe Commission, I want to establish four management objectives for Fiscal Year
i

First, you should review your human resource management critical element and
performance standards with your supervisor to ensure that it includes the specifici-
ty that other substantive elements include. Also, you should verify that your accom-
plishruents under the critical element an be appraised. For example, performance
standards should include specific initiatives to (a) identify and encourage qualified
emtrloyees—minoritles as well as non-minorities—to apply for higler-level positions;
and (b) use the gerformance appraisal system to identify developmental needs and
to (Provide candid feedback to employees

Cecond, you will be evaluated careully on your performance of the human re-
source management critical element The fulfillment of equal opportunity and af-
firmative recruitment objectives will be reviewed with the same attention given to
performance in case-related areas. I intend to recognize supervisors and managers
who excel in human resource management.

Third, to help supervisors and managers develop their skills in the performance
evaluation area, we will provide special training courses for su?ervisors. I am con-
vinced that effective performance evaluations, including frank feedback and coach-
ing\, are essential to effective management

ourth, you should conduct mid-ycar perfrrmance reviews vith your employees to
insure they have a clear idea of how well taey are performing. You should conduct
these reviews on schedule and use them to reinforce quality performance, to isolate
problems, and to set developmentai goals.

If the Commission is to achieve the objectives we have set, all of us must be cre-
ative and aggressive in the steps we take Juring the year. I ask that you give these
issues your highest priority and explorc new approaches, such as intraoffice rota-
tions, to ensure that each employee 1 given an opportunity to attain his or her
highest potential.

Attached is a copy of my memorandum to Backman class members. 1 welcome
any additional suggestions that you might have, and I urge your fuil attention to
oar human resource management goals.

Attachment

NaTior. AL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES,
Washington, DC, May 28, 1985.
Hon Carpiss CoLLINS,
Chairwoman, Government Astivities a.«d Transportation Subcommuttee, Commuttee
on Government Operations, Rayburn House Off.ce Building, Washington, DC.

DEar CHAIRWOMAN CoLLiNS. This is in response to your letter or May 7, 1985
asking the Endowment to comm~nt on the findings an ' recommendations contained
in the Sixth Report by the Committee on Government Operations concerning *“The
National Endowment for the Humanities and the Equel Employment Opportunity
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Commission.” Since not all of the findings and recommendat’ >ns pertain to the En-
dowment, | have only a few brief remarks to make.

The Commuttee states that it found “shortcomings’” in NEH’; “strategy for achiev-
ing compliance with Federal civil nghts laws through aggressive recruitment.” 1
think the record will show that there are no “shortcomings” in our efforts to recruit
minority and women employees. HEH casts a wide net in recruiting for mid- and
senior-level professional job vacancies and specifically targets minority and women
applicants by placing job announcements in a number of minority publications. In
addition, NEH has expanded its mailing lists for job announcements to include insti-
tutions with traditionally minority populations. We take our obligation to recruit
seriously, and should not be faulted on that score.

The Committee recommends that NEH, along with the Department of Justice and
FTC, submit to EEOC “goals and timetable data” regarding “recruitment, hiring,
and internal promotions” As you know, Dr. Bennett in his letter of January 16,
1984 to Clarence Thomas of the EEOC and in his subsequent testimony before your
Committee strongly opposed the principle of setting racial goals for hiring. I endorse
Dr Bennett's position. It will remain NEH policy neither to favor nor slight anyor.e
because of race, color, national origin, religion, or gender. Since we refuse to judge
people on the basis of sex or race, we will not establish “goals and timetables.”
Moreover, given the opinion of the Justice Department and the testimony of Mr.
Devine and Mr. Thomas at your hearings, we are even further convinced of the le-
gality—as well as simple justice—of our position. Nor do we think such “goals and
timetables” are warranted given NEH’s admirable record in hiring and promoting
minorities and women.

The Committee also recommends that appropriations be rescinded for agencies
that are “not in compliance with data submission requirements as mandated by Sec-
tion 717 of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, a= amencad, and by Section 310
of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978.” Since our only “offense” is that we have
refused to discriminate on the basis of race or sex, we think this action would be
most unfortunate.

The other recommandations of tiie report ds not pertain specifically to NEH but
are concerned, in.tead, with certain legal issues involving EEOC’s guidelines, regu-
lations, and enforcement powers Since these issues are only indirectly relevans to
the Ern.dowment, I should not comment upon them. I would like to say, however,
that the dissenting views of the Committee’s minority members raise serious ques-
tions about these 1ssues and about the content of the report, issues that should be
addressed by the Congress.

As is customary with Congressional correspcndence of this nature, copies of this
letter will be made available to other interested Congressional committees.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN AGRESTO, Acting Chairman.

U.S. DEPARTMENT oF JUSTICE,
OFFICE oF LEGISLATIVE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington DC, July 22, 1985.
Hor. Carpiss CoLLINS,
Chairman, Subcommuttee on Government Activities and Transportation, Commuttee
on Government Operations, House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEeArR MapaMm CuairwoMaN: This letter respons to your correspondence to the
Attorney General wherein you requested the Department to review the investiga-
tive report entitled “The National Endowment for the Humanities and the Equal
Employment Opportunities Commission.”

On July 23, 1985, the Subcommittee on Empioyment Oppc ~tunities of the House
Committee on Education and Labor will be holding a hearing on this subject matter
Acting Assistant Attorney General W. Lawrence Wallace will be representing the
Department. Enclosed is a copy of the Department’s statement which has been sub-
mitted to the Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities.

Sincerely,
PuiLuip D. Brapy,
Acting Assistant Attorney General.
(By) DiaNE E. TEBELIUS,
Special Assistant.
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Mr. MarniNez. Thank you, Mrs. Collins, and thank you for your
efforts in monitoring this extremely important area oty civil rights.
Thank you for appearing before us today.

Before I ask you to ijoin us on the rostrum here, I would like to
ask you one question. If three agencies. and perhaps four ihis year,
interpret the law by their own star.dards, and because they dis-
agree with the law, while 106 other agency heads do not, what hap-
pens to our sy f government and what hapgens to the role of
Government as tv «yual employment ogportunit ?

Mrs. CoLuins. First of all, you don’t have a Government applying
the laws equally. You have ple ignoring the laws. That means P
the law is invalid. I mean, if people just ignore the law, you don't
really have a law. You don’t have any enforcement power and you
don’t do anything with it.

What happens to equal opportunity in our Government to be
fair? It goes right down the drain.

Mr. MARTINEZ. When we do not cbey laws, what do we have, an
anarchy?

Mrs. CoLLINS. I believe we have an anarchy.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Thank you.

Mr. Hawkins?

Mr. HAwkINS. I have no questions.

I would like to commend Mrs. Collins on an excellent analysis of
the situation. I don’t think anyone would disagree with what you
have said. However, we still have three or four senior Government
officials continuing to disobey the law.

Mrs. CoLLINs. That's right.

Mr. HAwkins. I don't think we will get to consideration of your

bill in this session of Congress, but certainly we need to get started.
It is obvious that even if your proposal passed both Houses, the
President would veto it because he nominated the very individuals
that your proposal is designed to reach. So it just seems to be an
outright conspiracy to disobey the law and I think it reaches all
the way up to the White House It is not difficult to understand
why we're in such confusion and chaos, not only in this country
but arcund the world.

I commend you on an excellent statement.

Mrs. CoLLiNs. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiams. Mrs. Collins, T too, want to commend you for your
statement.

When I first saw your original bill, I was somewhat hesitant to
cosign it, even though I agreed with almost all that was in it. How- -
ever, ] was concerned—and my question goes to whether your sub-
stitute takes care of this problem—I was concerned that in your
origina! bill you had a provision to withhold the salaries of civil
servants who refused to turn over records, and for political appoint-
ees 'who refused to do that you sent their names to the White
House. It seemed to me there was a disparity and inequity in treat-
ment between some civil servants and others who were appointed
through the political process.

Does your substitute deal with thax?

Mrs. CoLLins. It drops the provision altogether, sir.

Mr. WiLLiams. It drops Lhe provision altogether?

LI 4
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Mrs. CoLLiNs. Yes, it does.

Mr. WiLLiAMs. That makes the substitute a lot more palatable to
me. I think it is a good bill.

Mrs. CoLLiNs. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Williams.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. I don’t have any questions. I do want to commend my
colleague for having appeared before this committee. You have sort
of laid out for the record some of the history of the kind of prob-
lems we are faced with today, where we have these kinds of people
operating in what I consider to be a violation of the law, and
they're still getting away with it.

As you well know, we have been tested in Chicago by a svit of
the Justice Department against the city of Chicago for its affirma-
tive action program in the upgrading and placement of blacks and
other minorities in the police and fire department.

Just last week, or the week before last, William Bradford Reyn-
olds appeared before another committee and when asked the ques-
tion about the purpose of this litigation of the Justice Department
against the city of Chicago, wha® they hoped to accomplish, the
purpose to eliminate some of the minorities that had been hired by
these two departments, he said that was not the purpose. He said
what they wanted to do was to set goals and tin.etables for the
future. With these kind of ple heading up the department, I
shudder to think what will happen if they get their way. So we
have got our work cut out for us in Chicago.

Mrs. CoLLins. The gentleman is absolutely right. One of the rea-
sons why I fee] that this legislation is so important is because,
when you have the Justice Department of our country holding
itseli’ above the law, as was the case when they refused to provide
the goals and timetables that were required, then you can’t hel
but have a trickle down effect on what happens in other States an
eventually down to other cities.

When you have this kind of thing happening, it is going tu
impact every single individual in the country. I think your example
of what has happened in Chicago is most appropriate at this time
because we’re seeing its effect already.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Murphy.

Mr. Murpny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mrs. Collins. I think you have pointed out some very
good factual information that I can tell you I did not know. I know
of Mr. Bennett’s record, having worked with him in my committee.
But I do appreciate your setting forth these items.

Although I come from #n area in the country where they don’t
particularly espouse quoias, I think that the things you pointed out
are extremely pertinent, and when we have a law on the books
that has been passed by Congress, made by four prior administra-
tions, both Republican and Democrat, we must insist that this ad-
ministration and all of its appointees adhere to the law, no matter
what the law is. If they want to change the law, there is a way to
do that. They can’t do 1t unilaterally. I think you pointed out some-
thing that many Members of Congress are concerned with.

Thank you very much.
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Mrs. CoLuins. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly thank you for the offer to sit with
your subcommittee today. However, I have a previous commitment
that I have to honor.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. Thank you again for being here.

Mrs. CoLLins. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Our next witness is Mr. Dougla, Bielan, Director
of the Public Sector Programs Division, Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission.

While Mr. Bielan is being seated, I would like to make two an-
nouncements. First, the prepared statements will be entered in the
record in their entirety, and the second is to remind the subcom-
mittee members that under House committee rules each member is
limited to a 5-minute questioning period of the witness.

With that, would you proceed.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS BIELAN, DIRECTOR, PUBLIC SECTOR
PROGRAMS, EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

Mr. BiELAN. Good morning, Chairman Martinez, and members of
the subcommittee.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you and to respond
to any questions that you may have regarding the Commission’s
Federal enforcement activities. In the interest of time, I have sub-
mitted a complete statement for the record, but will read a summa-
ry of that statement, again because of time constraints.

I understand the subcommittee has requested EEQOC’s testimony
on the Commission’s responsibility under secticn 310 of the Civil
Service Reform Act, section 717 of title VII, which requires that all
Federal agercies develop equal employment opportunity programs,
EEOC’s record with respect to processing of Federal sector ECO
complaints, and lastly, the Commission’s position on H.R. 781, in-
troduced by Representative Collins.

If 1 may, I would like to address H.R. 781 first. As you know,
HR. 782 proposes to grant EEOC subpoena power— although with
this morning’s testimony, that is changed—to strengthen the au-
thority of EEOC o enforce nondiscrimination policies of the Feder-
al Government. The Commission has not taken a position on HR.
761 and, consequently, I have nothing to report on H.R. 781, except
to note the July 25, 1984, testimony of Cheirman Clarence Thomas
of EEOC before the House Subcommittee on Government Activities
and Transportation. I have attached a copy of the chairman’s pre-
vious testimony to my statement.

With section 717 of title VII of the Civil Rights Ac: of 1964, as
amendment, and section 301 of the Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, Congress has obligated Federal agencies to develop and carry
out affirmative employment programs. At the same time, Congress
has given EEOC authority to issue directives to agencies on how to
fulfill these affirmative employment requirements and responsibil-
ities, and has requested agencies to comply with EEOC’s instruc-
tiows.

As the principal enforcement agency for prciecting individual
rights, the EEOC has a unique responsibility for protecting the
rights of Federal Government employees. The Commission provides

.BEST COPY AVAILABLE
20 SFRLNOLE

o



17T COPY AVAILABLE

17

leadereship and guidance to agencies in the executive branch on all
aspects of Federal EEO programs. Pursuant to the authority under
these statutes, EEOC assumed oversight responsibility in Janua
of 1979 for EEO efforts in the Federal Government. Since 1979,
EEOC has had to estabiish effective but uniform methods and sys-
tems to carry out its mandate, while at the same time it has con-
tinued to study procedures and requirements applicable to EEO
and affirmative employment programs.

In the Federal sector effort, with a focus on 717 of title VII, the
Commission has approved management directive 707 in 1981 which
required Federal agencies to set up 5-year affirmative action plans,
fiscal year 1982 through fiscal year 1986, with goals and timetables.
In addition, a new 707 appendix B with 1980 census data was
issued in 1983 to provide agencies with more effective statistical
data for monitoring tl.eir affirmative employment efforts. In 1983,
the Commission passed management directive 707A, which
mandates yearly accomplishment reports on a series of uniform
formats of agency affirmative employment efforts.

This reporting format was approved initially for 1 year by GSA
and the.a was reissued fur the - st of the current cycle. MD-707A
gives extensive guidance to encies in preparing affirmative
action accomplishment reports .d affirmative action plan updates.
Together, with MD-707 and M ,~707 appendix R, it forms the basis
for Federal sector program activities in the area of affirmative em-
pl(g'ment protrams for minorities and women.

EOC has worked closely with ather Federal agencies to develop
thesc programs. As a result of these efforts, we have increased com-
pitance with directives from 45 percent in fiscal year 1981 to 99
sercent by the end of fiscal year 1984.

EEOC is responding to more requests from agencies for technical
assistance, and agencies are now required ‘o complete standardized
annual reports on plan progress. This information will allow the
Commission to chart the direction and progress of the Govern-
ment’s equal employment and affirmative employment efforts in a
more timely manner.

In 1984, the EEOC issued its first annual report, the fiscal year
1982 annual report, on the Status of M’norities and Women ‘n the
Federal Government. This deals obviously with regard to minori-
ties and women in the Federal sector. E , in its efforts to reduce
the burden on Federal agencies, continues to review and reexamine
regularly its policies, regulations, and approaches with respect to
the enforcement of Federal statutes that bar discrimination in em-
ployment.

Accordingly the Commission has been and is currently reviewing
its policies in a number of areas. One major area of responsibility
of the Commission that we are just beginning to review is our as-
signment under section 717() of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended, to update rules, regu'ations, directives and instructions
to assure that each Federal agency maintains an affirmative pro-
gram of equal emf;loyment opportunity.

It is particularly necessary for the Commission to now examine
its policy in this area because EEOC’s MD-707, which constitutes
the Commission’s current instructions to Federal agencies on this
subject, applies only through fiscal year 1986. The Commission
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must therefore soon estakblich snd issue to agencies specific rules,
regulations, directives, instructions, et cetera, as necessary, to effec-
tively comply with the r quirements of section 717(b). The Commis-
sion i8 now reviewing munagement directive 707.

In addition, EEOC has dev:sed an onsite program review guide to
direct Commission Fedcral affirmative action field and headquar-
ters staff in conducting onsiie evaluatisns of agencies’ affirmative
emplo enit:a&rcgnms for both field aud headquarters installa-
tions. The staff guide provides uniforra guidance for the review and
analysis of agency affirmative empl%yment programa for minori-
ties, wocmen, and handicapped individuals. Approximately 255 re-
views of title VII programs of 12 selected agencies were conducted
in 1983. In fiscal year 1984, 364 reviews were conducted. Onsite re-
views have proven to be one of the most effective tools for eneuring
compliance with our directive area.

With regard to the commiti .uquiry concerning section 310, I
provide only a brief overview L cause the Office of Personne! Man-
agement has sole oversight responsibilities for the Federal Equal
Opportunity Recruitment , or FEORP,

Public Law 95-454, section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, established the Federal Equal Empl?'ment O‘)portunity Pro-

am which requires Federal agencies to develop plans and estab-
ish specific recruitment programs for minorities and women where
low representation in these groups exists in occupational categories
and grade levels within their respective agencies. The act requires
EEOC to devise guidelines to implement these minority recruit-
ment programs. Agencies were directed to incorporate these re-
cruitment programs into their equal employinent opportunity plar..
mandated by section 717 of title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act for
submission to EEOC. EEOC’s maragement directive further re-
quires departments and agencies to mail FEORP plans to EEQC for
transmission to OPM, which has authority for this program. In co-
ordination with officials .at OPM, all FéORP plans received by
EEOC have been transmitted accordingly.

I believe it would be remiss in coming before you to testify toda
if I didn’t also address section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
as amended. With assurance, I can tell you that there has been
definite, significant progress in the employment of hardicapped in-
dividuals, particularly those with severe, targeted disabilities, in
the Federal Government.

Before responsibility for section 501 was transferred to the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission in 1978, there had been a
slight downward trend in the numbers of handicapped individuals
working for the Federal work force.

EEOC developed management directives with instructions and
guidance to agencies which require planning objectives for in-
creased representation of persons with severe disabilitics. In 1981,
representation of severelB disabled persons in the Federal Govern-
ment was 0.79 percent. Data show that at the end of fiscal year
1984 t}ée representation of persons with severe disabilities was 0.95
percent.

Based on 1970 census data, the U.S. Department of Labor esti-
mates that 5.95 ﬁercent of the population which is work force age

and able to work is comprised of persons with severe disabilities.
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Handicapped individ ials, especially those with severe disabilities,
continue to be sever:ly underrepresented in the Federal work force
at 0.95 percent. The fact that there has been a 20-percent increase
since 1981 in the percent representation of persons with targeted
severe disabilities indicates that the affirmative action program, as
set out in our management directives, is effective.

We have enjoyed a good worling relationship with the Federal
agencies. In 1982, 100 percent of the agencies submitted accom-
piishmnent reports and program plans for the 501 program. In 1983,
three relatively small agencics did not submit reports, and for
fiscal year 1984, we are continuing to work with six agencies which
have not submitted reports.

In March 1983, EEOC issued management directive 712, which
prescribes to Federal agencies instructions, procedures and guid-
ance for continuing comprehensive programs to facilitate equal em-
ployment opportunity for handicapped individuals. The comprehen-
sive programs that are to be established and documented will en-
compass all agency activities related to hiring, placement, and ad-
vancement of handiczpped individuals.

At the end of this month we will conduct our first pilot onsite
review of an agency's headquarters implementation and integra-
tion of management directive 712 into its management systems.
The primery pur of the onsite review is to provide technical as-
sistance and make recommendations to increase employment op-
portunities for handicapped individuals and improve management
directive 712 administrative implementation.

EEOC has been conducting onsite reviews of agencies’ field in-
stallations since fiscal 1982, Almost 600 section 501 reviews have
been conducted. The Commission continues to provide extensive
and ongoing technical assistance to Federal agencies on implement-
ing their affirmative action programs. EEOC’'s management direc-
tives are helping agencies to make improvements in their programs
because ttey provide detailed instructions and guidance for estab-
lishing, implementing, and monitoring their efforts.

Affirmative action accomplishment reports and plan updates, as
well as onsite program reviews, have enabled EEOC to more efiec-
tively ideniify technical assistance needs and track progress made
in the employment of women, minorities, and handicapped individ-
uals in the Federal Government.

Our ager.cy also has responsibility for the management of the ad-
ministrative hearings which are conducted by EEOC attorney-ex-
aminers throughout the country. The hearings occur upon com-
plainant’s request after the complainent’s own agency has investi-
gated EEO allegations. The public sector programs provide techni-
cal and legal guidance to field attorney-examiners, private attor-
neys, EEQ headquarters management, and other Federal agency
staff, employee organizations and Federal employees and the gener-
al public. The 86 EEQC attorney-examiners are stationed in the
Commission’s 22 district offices. In fiscal year 1984, we received
4,991 requests for hearings. In that same year, 4,930 cases were
closed, for an average of 67.3 closures per examiner. In the first
half of 1985, we received 2,277 requests for hearings, and in the
same period, 2,337 cases have heen closed, leaving 3,753 open cases.
The average closure rate for fitcal year 1985, based on projections
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of the work force for the first half of 1985, is 66.6 closures per ex-
aminer.

During fiscal year 1984 and the first part of ficva! year 1985, the
hearings program has seen a reduction in caseload throughout the
country, which results from a higher productivity among the attor-
ney-cxaminers by a better distribution of cases throughout the
country and from the hiring of 10 additional attorney-examiners
for our district office hearing units.

The Commission has taken several other steps during fiscal year
1984 and 1985 to assure greater case processing efficiency.

The Commission approved the implementation of a “decision
from the bench” program, in which attorney-examiners can issue
their recommended decisions immediately at the conclusion of a
hearing in lieu of issuing them after receipt of a transcript. We
find this program saves time and benefits both the complainant
and the agency. We are very pleased thus far with the results of
the program.

We have also developed a comprehensive field office quality con-
trol program for implementation in various hearing units in fiscal
year 1985. We are finding that through the quali*:* control reviews
we are having a substantial impact on work management and qual-
ity of the discrimination decisions issued by the field district office
hearing units. In addition, EEOC, in the process of issuing several
new management bulletins and directives providing guidai.ce to
agencies in Federal EEO complaint processing, hopes to issue re-
vised complaint processing regulations that would streamline the
current multistepped administrative process, making it less costly,
more expeditious, and fairer for all purties.

We anticipate continued progress in the hearings program due to
the “decisions from th bench” program, the high productivity and
quality of the attorney examiner decisions, the issuance of addition-
al technical and legal +uidances on Fed- -al EEO complaint process-
ing, and new regulativas to streaml’_.c the entire complaints proc-
essing system.

The committee has also expressed an interest in EEOC’s Office of
Review and Appeals. The Office of Review and Appeals has been
reorzanized and increased staffing and resources have been allocat-
ed to ORA which administers the appellate portion of the Federal
complaints system. Under the Director of ORA, the number of at-
torney positions allocated to the office has been increased from 21
attorneys to 28 attorneys. Additionally, a new division has been
created within ORA to handle administrative matters, control of
cases, and compliance matters.

Another special unit has also been organized to work on improv-
ing quality of decisions issued. This unit reviews certain decisions
on a selective basis, researches complicated issues, or areas where
the Commission has not yet established clear precedent, develops
policy guidance, and conducts training for the legal staff.

Thank you, Chairman Martinez, and Members of the subcommit-
tee, for this opportunity to testify before you today.

[The prepared statement of Douglas Bielan, with attachments,
follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DouGLas BIELAN, DIRECTOR, PusLic Skctror PROGRAMS,
EQuaL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

Good morning, Chairman Martinez, and members of the Subcommittee. I appreci-
ate the opportunity to appear before you to respond to any questions that you may
have regarding the Commission’s Federal Enforcement Activities. I understand that
the Subcommittee has requested the EEOC’s testimony on (1) the Commission’s re-
sponsibility, under Section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act; and Section 717 of
Title VII, which requires that all federal ncies develop affirmative programs of
equal employment opportunity; (2) the E ’s record with respect to the processing
of federal sector EEQ complaints; and (3) the Commission’s position on H.R. 781, in-
troduced by Representative Cardiss Collins.

Because I have the least to say about H.R. 781, I will address that first. The Com-
mission has not taken a position on H.R. 781. Consequently, I have nothing to
report, except to note the July 25, 1985, testimony of Clarence Thomas, Chairman of
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, before the House Subcommittee
on Government Activities and Transportation. That Subcommittee is chaired by
Representative Collins. I have attached a copy of Chairman Thomas’ testimony to
my £.atement.

SPTTING THE EXAMPLE FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

As the principal enforcement agency for protecting individual rights, the EEOC,
has a special responsibility for protecting the rights of Federal Government employ-
ees. The Commission provides leadership and guidance to agencies in the Executive
Branch on aspects of all Federal EEO Programs.

A long-term plan to reform the Federal EEO complaints processing system has
also been initiated. It will centralize the present system within the E , which is
the agency with greatest Title VII expertise. The Commission, responsible for over-
seeing Federal EEO efforts since January 1979, has found the current ., which
requires the agency charged with discrimination to investigate the allegation and
make a decision on the dispute to be ineffective, unnecessarily time-consuming, and
ten times more costly than the processing of private employer charges. The new
streamlined, centralized system should reduce problems occurring from conflic.s of
interest, be less costly, more efficient and effective.

PUBLIC SECTOR PROGRAMS

Not to discuss the current ai\;atem—The Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion (EEO() implemented a eztdeguarters reorganization in October 1982. Public
Sector Programs (PSP) was created within the new Office of Program Operations,
combining the functions of the old Office of Government Employment and the Hear-
ings and Technical Guidance Division of the old Office of Fiefd rvices.

PSP provides leadership and guidance to Federal agencies in the Executive
Branch on all aspects of the Federal equal employment opportunity program in fur-
therance of Section 717 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended; Section 501 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended; Executive Order 11478, as amended by
Executive Order 12106; and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967, as
amended. PSP develops pro, policies and implements approved policies and pro-
grams designed to prevent discrimination and assure equal employment opportu:iity
for minorities, women, and handicapped individuals in the Federal sector. PSP also
develops guidance establishing responsibilities and standards for hearings on co:.a-
plaints of discrimination in Federal employment and provides technical assistance
to EEOC field personnel who provide hearings services to Federnl departments and
agencies. PSP is responsible for oversight of the complaint system and for develop-
ment of new regulations for that system.

PSP is comprised of three divisions:

Federal Sector Program Division (FSPD); Handicapped Individuals Program Divi-
sion (HIPD); Hearings Program Division (HPD).

The pu of this statement is to summarize the history, directions, and initia-
tives of gP and its divisions and to explain EEOC's responsibilities and efforts
under Section 717 of Title VII.

BACKGROUN"

In 1964, Congresc enacted basic prohibitions against discrimination in employ-
ment in the private sector. However, nothing in Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 covered Federal employees. In 1972, Congress enacted Section 717.
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This Section of the statute prohibits discrimination by Federal agencies on the
bases of race, color, sex, religion or national origin. It also requires the Federal
agencies to maintain affirmative programs of equal employment opportunity.

During the next two years, Congress enacted the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and
the Vietnam Era Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1974, which require
Federal agencies to develop and implement affirmative action programs for hiring,
placement, and advancement of handicapped individuals and disabled veterans.

Until 1979, the Civil Service Commission (CSC) was responsible for ensuring that
Federal agencies developed and implemented equal opportunity programs for mi-
norities, women, and handicapped individuals including disabled veterans. The
President’s Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1978 transferred this responsibility to
EEOC. On the basis of s"itzequent interpretation of statutory authority and legisla-
tive intent, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) asserted jurisdiction over
equal opportunity programs for disabled veterans. The responsibility was shared
with E during 1982 and assumed by OPM in FY 1983.

Executive Order 11478 (August 1969) requires Federal agencies to establish and
maintain affirmative programs of equal employment opportuniztg for all civilian em-
ployees and applicants for employ™ent. EEOC's regulation at 23 CFR 1613.204(i) re-
quires agencies to submit written national and regional plans of action annually for
EEOC review and upproval.

Within EEOC, the old Office of Government Employment was responsible for de-
veloping programs, policies, standards, guidelines, and procedures for equal opportu-
nity programs. These functions have now been subsumed by Public Sector Pro-
grams.

In additior. to heaquu;rters staff, the Office of Government Employment had staff
attached to 10 EEOC District Offices, one in each Federal Region. Each affirmative
action unit in the field had two or three staff persons working for a field manager
who reported directly to the Office of Government Employment.

In December 1980, the Commission voted to decentralize routine administration
and supervision of the affirmative action field program and attach these functions
to the 10 District Offices. This was done so that onsite supervision of staff could be
performed by the District Directors. Responsibility for oversight, coordination,
standard-setting, and technical guidance remained at headquarters in the Office of
Government Employment. This dual reporting arrangement was inherited intact by
Public Sector Programs.

In Section 717 of Title VII (Equal Employment Opportunity) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 as amended and Section 310 of the Civil Service Reforra Act of 1978,
Congress has obligated Federal agencies to develop affirmative E;%E"::s of equal
employment opportunity. At the s~me time, Congress has given authority to
issue directives to agencies on *.ow to fulfill these affirmative employment responsi-
bilities, and has required agcucies to comply with EEOC’s instructions.

As the principal enforcement agency for protecting individual rights, the EEOC
has a unique respdnsibility for protecting the rights of Fede' a1 Government employ-
ees. The Commission provides leadership and guidance to agencies in the Executive
Branch on aspects of all Federal FEQ Programs.

EEO-MD-707 (January 9, 1981; modified by memorandum of June 15, 1981) in-
structed Federal agencies to develop, submit, and implement equal employment and
affirmative action plans for minorities and women for the period FY 1982 through
FY 1986. With this directive, EEOC initiated a multi-year affirmative employment
process, A single plan was to be implemented over a five-year period. The instruc-
tions, as amended by memorandum, gave detailed guidance to agencies, while per-
mitting flexibility so that agencies could conform affirmative ection planning and
data collection and analysis with actual organizational configurations and existing
management accountability and budget systems.

THE REQUIREMENTS OF EEO-MD-707

Federal agencies and their major operating components and field installations are
required to develop plans establishing long-term (five-year) goals and annual goals
for occupations in which there is underrepresentation of a particular minority
group or women. Agencies are to conduct the underrepresentation anaylsis by com-
paring the actual percentage of representation of each races national origin group by
sex in each employment category with the percent representation of each race/na-
tional origin group by sex in the appropriate civilian labor force. Agencies are per-
mitted to use alternative available statistics or a data base other than the local ci-
vilian labor force if their recruitment and hiring for a specific occupation is consist-
ently done from a given geographic area.
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EEOC 18 aware that it may not always be possible for agencies to attain all af-
firmative employment goals, even with good-faith efforts. Agencies have been en-
couraged to monitor their programs and adjust them as necessary.

PREVENTION OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT

EEO-MD-707 requires Federal agencies to submit a plan for prevention of sexual
harassment in the workplace along with their multi-year affirmative action pro-
gram plans. Submissions are to include

Proposed amendments to agency codes of conduct or uther policy directives that
describe employee rights a.d responsibilities:

Training courses that will be developed or conducted (including the number of su-
pervisors or other employees to be trained);

Any instructions to agency offic  “at will accept complaints from alleged victim
of sexual harassment; and

Any other publications, directivcs, or materials issued to comply w h GPM’s
memorandum of December 11, 1979 (announcing that sexual barassment is a prohib-
ited personnel practice) and EEOC’s guid .lines anJ instructions for prevention of
sexual harassment.

Like other components of the multi-yc.r program plans, action plans for preven-
tion of sexual harassment are to be reviewed at least annually and revised as
needed to accomplish the goal of eliminating illegal sexual coercion in Federal
sector employment. Agency heads are responsible for compliunce with these requir>
ments. Most Federal agencies have submitted plans, and all those received have
been accepted.

EEO-MD-707A (A t 26, 1983) provided instructions for agencies to use in up-
dating, on an annual basis, their Multi-Year Plans and in reporting, on an annual
basis, their accomplishments in affirmative action. Multi-year plans ave not static
documents. Annual or as-needed updating and continuing review and assessment
must be built into ongoing plan implementation and maintenance. The planning
process is to continue until all class groups are fully "epresented in all employment
caw.,rics.

A distinciion, already used in ‘he Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Pro-
gram, was introduced into planning and reporting of affirmative action for minori-
ties and women: Agencies were instructed to indicate how they expect to meet the
goals they have set for themselves—through internal movement or through external
hire This distinction allows agencie to plan and achieve goals (througl: internal
movement) even if they are not in  position to hire new government employees.

'If‘_hﬁ directive indicates that agencies arc to update their plans and submit reports
as follows:

Accon;flishment reports are to be submitted on an annual basis.

Annual goa:s in succeeding years are to be based on expected vacancies and the
determinations of underrepresentation made as part of the Multi-Year Plan. Where
there has been a significant change in the mal'e-up of a particular category or
series, new determinations of underrepresentation are to be made.

Plans are to be updated a 'e=x annually as new information becomes available
to a%encies on barriers to equ.. employment opportunity in staffing/recruitment/
employee development, pr ures and requirements.

Agencies are required under the Civil Service Reform Act to provide for EEO per-
formance appraisal of employees in the Senior Executive £2rvice and the Merit Pay
Sf'stem. Agencies also are responsible for assuring satisfactory EEO performance by
all supervisors. EEO-MD-707 advises agencies that multi-year plans should be sup-
po by manafer and supervisor actions to accomplish related objectives.

An agency self-monitoring system is critically important to successful implemen-
tation and maintenance of a multi-year plan. Actions assigned to various officials
are to be monitored for accomplishment and effectiveness. Even a carefully-designed
plan may result in no action if monitoring and evaluation do not occur. Similarly,
an effective monitoring system without an effective plan and program is meaning-
less and may lead to substantial resistance. The multi-year planning process re-
quires thorough and accurate apalysis, meaningful and innovative planning and
prograrming, and comprehensive and timely monitoring.

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

During FY 1981 and FY 1982, Federal agencies received instructions from EEOC
on how to prepare multi-year affirmative action program plans to cover the time
period from FY 1982 through FY 1986. "~ 1983, agencies received instructions for
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greparing accomplishment reports for FY 1982 and for preparing program plan up-
ates.

Reports to Congress and the President are prepared as required by law. These are
| public reports of Federal affirmative action efforts under Title VII and serve the
| symbolic purpose of recognizing the efforts of the Federal community in the area of

affirmative employment for minorities and women.

In 1983, the Commission also passed Management Directive 707TA—which man-
dates yearly accomplishment reports, on a series of uniform formats, of agency af-
firmative employment efforts This reporting format was approved initially for one .
year by GSA and then re-issued for the rest of the current cycle. MD-T07A gives
extensive guidance to the agencies in preparing afirmative action accomplishment
reports and affirmation action plan updates. Tr.ether with MD-707 and MD-707
Appendix B, it forms the basis for Federal Sector Program activities in the area of
affirmative employment programs for minorities and women.

EEC worked closely with other Federal agencies to develop these programs.
The re uiws of these efforts have increased co .ipliance with these directives from 45
percent in FY 81 to 99 percent by the end of 1984. EEOC is responding to more
requests from agencies for technical assistance and agencies are now required to
complete standardized anr.ual reports on plan progress. This information will allow
the Commission to chart the direction and progress of the government’s equal em-
ploymc ' and affirmative employment efforts in a mure timely manner.

In 1984, the EEOC issued the first Annual Report (FY '82 Report on Status of Mi-
norities and Women in Federal Government) with regard to minorities and women
in the Federal Sector.

The Commission 12views and reexamines regularly its policies, regulations and
approaches with respect to enforcement of the Federal statutes that bar discrimina-
tion in employment. Accordingly, the Commission has been, and is currently review-
ing its policies in a number of areas. In particular, in October 1984, tne Commission
unanimously voted to review its assignment under Section 717(b) of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, as amended, to issue rules, regulations, orders and instructions to
assure that each Federal agency “maintain(s) an affirmative program of equal em-
ployment opportunity.” It is particularly necessary for the Commission to now ex-
amine its policy in this area because EéOC's MD-1707, which constitutes the “om-
mission’s current instructions to Federal agencies o . this subject, applies only
through Fiscal Year 1986. The Commission must, therefore, soon eetablisg and issue
to agencies, specific rules, regulations, directives, instructions, etc., as necessary to
effectively comply with the requirements of Section 717(b). The Commission is now
reviewing Management Directive 707

FEDERAL EQUAL EMPLOYMENT RECRUITMENT PROGRAM

With respect to the Committee’s inquiry concerning Section 310, I provide only a
brief nverview because the Office of Personnel Management has sole oversigat re-
sponsibilities for the Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program ( RP).
Public Lew 95-454, Section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, established
the Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program which requires Federal agen-
cies to develop plans and establish specific recruitment programs for minorities and
women where low representation of these groups exists in occupational categories
and grade levels within their respective ncies.

The Act require- EEQC to devise guidelines to implement these minority recruit-
ment programs. Agencies were directed to incorporate these recruitment plans into
their equal em%loyment opfponunity plans mandated by Section 717 of Title VII of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act for submission to EEOC. E 's Management Directive ¢
707 further requires departments and agencies to mail FEORP Plans to ECOC for
transmission to OPM which has authority for this program. In coordination with
officials at OPM, all FEORP plans received by EEOC are trsnsmitted accordingly.

SECTION 501 OF THE REHABILITATION ACT

1 believe I would be remiss in coming before you to testify today if I did not also
address Section 501 of the Rehabilita‘ion Act of 1973, as amended. With assurance 1
can tell you that there had been definite, significant progress in the employment of
handicapped individuals, particularly those with severe targeted disabilities, in the
Federal Government.

Before responsibility for Section 501 was transferred to the Equal Employment
Opportunit{eCommission (EEOC) in 1978, there had been a slight downward trend
in the numbers of handicapped individuals working on the Federal work force.
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[The Commission is processing an increasing number of complaints alleging hand-
icap discrimination by Federal agencies in violation of Section 501 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973. Our review of these complaints, our communications with other
Federal agencies, and the state of judicial caselaw on this subject matter indicates
that there are at least two major issues where the Commission’s existing regulations
are inadequate and further guidance is necessary: (1) the appropriate definition of
handicapped individuals who are protected by Federal statutes from discrimination
and/or on whose behalf affirmative action is . be undertaken; and (2) the extent to
which an agency must accommodate these individuals disabilities.

The Commission’s regulations contain a very general definition of “handicapped
person.” The regulatior.- also require that Federal agencies provide reasonable ac-
commaJdation to otherwise qualified handicapped applicants and employees, but pro-
vide little guidance beyond listing some of the factors that shiuld go into deciding
whether a particular accommodation is reasonable and would not impose an undue
hardship on the operations of the agency. The Commission is currently reviewing
these issues.

Generally, under Section 50L of the Rehabilitation Act, the Commission developed
management directives with instructions and guidance to agencies which required

lanning objectives for increasing representation of persons with severe disabilities.
n 1981, representation of severely disabled persons in the Federal Government was
0.79 percent. Data show that the end of Fiscal Year 1984, the representation of per-
sons with severe disahilities was 9.95 percent.

Based on 1970 census data, the U.S. Department of Labor estimates that 5.95 pre-
cent of the population which is work force age and able to work is comprised of per-
sons with severe disabilities. Handicapped individuals, especially those with severe
disabilities, continue to be severely underrepresented in the Federal work force at
0.95 percent. The fact that there has been a 20% increase since 1981 in the percent
representation of persons with the targeted severe disabilities indicates that affirm-
ative action program as set out in our management directives, is effective

EEO-MC-711 (November 2, 1982) continued the basic policies established in EEQ-
MD-703 and provided optional reporting forms for internal actions that improve op-
portunities for handicapped employees: Training, promotions student employment,
upward mobility, and management and executive development Y;Srams Disabled
veteran data were eliminated because OPM assumed the role of ency for en-
forcement of Section 403 of the Veterans Act beginning in FY 1983. E T11A
{(October 4, 1983) extends EE)-MD-T711 requirements through FY 1986 and makes
the option;ntl reporting formats mandatory beinning with the FY 1985 accomplish-
ment re .

EEOQOC's instructions call for subbmission of a single agencywide plan and accom-
plishment report. Local plans are to be developed but they are not to be submitted
to EEOC unless specifically requested. Those local plans are to address local imple-
mentation of the agencywide plan prepared by agency headquarters.

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING AGENCY PLANS AND REPORTS

The commission evaluates agency plans and reports for effectiveness. The first
evaluation criteria were developed in January 1980 and applied to plans and reports
prepared pu- .t to EEO-MD-703. Since then criteria have been refined. The eval-
uation systen: now in use is described in the FY 1982 Report to Congress. Basically,
plans are znproved if they include all required elements and if goals are established
for an inccease in representation of persons with specified severe disabilities. Ac-
complishment reports are rated satisfactory if representation of persons with speci-
fied severe disabilities increases. If not, other issues are considered: the hirin? rate
and actions other than hiring that have improved employment opportunities for in-
dividuals with tergeted disabilities. The accomplishments of agencies that show no
progress in an{ of these areas are rated unsatisfactory. Results of the evaluation
process are included in an annual report to the Coniresa.

In March 1983, EEOC issued EEO-MD-712, wh’ch preacribes to Federal agencies
inctructions, precedures, and guidnace for continuing comprehensive programs to fa-
cilitate equal employment opportunity for handicapped individuals. The comprehen-
sive programs that are to be established and documented will encompass all agency
activities related to hiring, placement, and advancement of handicapped individuals.

At the end of this month (July) we will conduct our first pilot onsite review of an
agency’s headquarters implementation and integration of MD-712 into its manage-
ment systems. The primary pur of the onsite review is to provide technical as-
sistance and make recommendations to increase employment opportunities for
handicapped individualz and improve MD-712 administrative implementation.
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HEARINGS PROGRAM DIVISION

Although EEOC has maae several technical amendments to the complaint-proc-
essing regulations (to clzrify policy on such things as settlement and *o provide ad-
ministratively for backpay and attorney fees, where appropriate), the current regu-
lations are substantially the same as those inhe. ited from the Civil Service Commis-
sion. The regulations provide for informa! counseling fc''owed by formal ﬁlir:ig,
agency self-investigation, heari g by an EEOC complaints examiner (if requested),
final agency decision thereafter (the examiner’s recommendation is not binding), "
and appeal from the agency decision to EEOC’s Office of Review and Appeals (deci-
sions binding on both parties).
Although agencies generally are required to investigate their own complsints,
EOC has reserved the right to take over a complaint invesé'gation if an agency
does not complete the investigation within 75 calendar days. E may also require v
a%(x;ges to expedite processing in other ways. Resource constraints have limited
intervention to requiring expedited agency self-investigation.
Tc date, EEOC’s role in the pre-appellate cemplaint process has been limited to
providing technical guidance to agencies and the general p.blic; addressing com-
plaints and inquiries from agencies, unions, compla:nants, and others; and manag-
ing the pre-appellate responsibilities that are currently assigned to the Hearings
Program Division.

FUNCTIGNAL AREAS (HEARINGS PROURAM DIVISION)

The Hearings Program Division (HPD) has been divided into two functional areas:
(1) complaints and inquiries and (2) hearings program inanagement.

Complaints and inquiries.—HPD provides technical guidance and assistance to
Federal agencies, Federal employees, employee organizations, and the general
public. Staff also respond to complaints and inquiries concerning specific problems
encountered by these constituencies. All guidance =~ assistance are provided in re-
sponse to incoming correspondence and telephone calls. Staff assigned to this func-
tion receive approximately 300 calls and 100 letters each month. Intake volume has
;g’_n;)ained fairiy constant since the function was transferred from CSC to EEOC in

.

Intake has been analyzed to identify proble:ns and propose strategies for address-
ing them. Although many problems cannot be solved without regulatory reform,
Eni%xéeas has been raade th vugh issuance of EEOC management directives and

management bul;etins.

Hearings Program management.—When responsibility for hearinfs was trans-
ferred from to EEOC 1n 1979, the primary concerns were establishing tempo-
ra?' operating procedures, issuing guidance (mostly borrowed from CSC issuances),
and recruiting and training complaints examiners to conduct hearings. Since then,
permanent internal orerating procedures have been established Order 965),
and management directives and management bulletins have been issued to provide
Fuidance to Federal agencies. There are Hearings Units in all 22 EEOC District Of-
ices. Operating statistics are reviewed and analyzed on a quarterly basis. These
analyses and visite to field offices enable continuing identification of am needs
end problems and systematic pro?ram development. For example, a skills training
and refinement course was developed and provided for complaints examiners in
1982 and in 1984.

In FY 1984, we received 4,991 requests for hearings. In that same year 4,930 cases
were closed for an aversage of 67.3 closures per Attorney Examiner.

EEOC has been conducting onsite reviews of agencies’ field installations since .
fiscal year 1982. Almost 600 Section 501 reviews have been conducted.

The Ccmmission continues to provide extensive and ongoing technical assistance
to Federal agencies un implementing their 501 affirmative action programs. EEOC’s
Management Directives are helping agencies to make improvements in their pro-
grams because they provide detailed instructions and guidance for establishing, im- .
plementing and mcaivoring their efforts. Affirmative action accomplishment reports
and plan updates as well as onsite program reviewe have enabled EEOC to more

effectively indentify technical assistance needs and track p made in the em-
ployment of women. minorities, and handicapped individuals in the Federal Govern-
inent.

HEARINGS PROGRAM

EEOC also has responsibility for the managemeat of the administrative hearings
which are conducted by EEOC Attorney-Examiners throughout the country. The

&
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hearings occur upon complainant’s request after the complainant’s own agency has
investigated the allegations.

Public sector programs provides technical and legal guidance to field attorney-ex-
aminers, private attorneys, EEOC Headquarters management and other Federal
agency staff, employee organizations, federal empg?'ees and the general public.

ffThe 86 EEOC Attorney Examiners are stationed in the Commission’s 22 distrist
offices.

In the first half of FY ’85, we received 277 rl;%uesta for hearings. For the same
period, 2,3?7 cases have been closed, leaving 3,753 open cases. The average closure
rate for FY '85, based on a projection of the work of the first half of 1985, is 66.6
closures per attorney examiner.

During FY '84 and the first part of FY '85, the hearings program has been a re-
duction in caseload throughout the country which results from a higher productivity
among the attome‘)".-examiners by a better distribution of cases throughout the coun-
E%_and from the hiring of ten (10) additional attonrey-examiners For our District

ice Hearing Units.

The Commission has taken several other steps during FY '84 and FY 85 to assure
greater case processing efficiency.

The Commission approved the implementation of a “decision from the bench” pro-
gram in which the attorney examiners can issue their recommended decisions im-
mediately at the conclusion of the hearing, in lieu of issuing them only after receipt
of the transcriw. We find this program saves time and benefits the complainant and
the agencies. We are veiy pleased, ihus far, with the results of the program. We
have also developed a comprehensive field office quality control plan for implemen-
tation in various hearing units in FY '85. We are finding that through the quality
control reviews we are having a substantial impact on the work management and

uality of the recommended decisions issued in the field District Hearing
nits, In addition, FEOC, in the process of issuing several new manragement bulle-
tinzs and directives providing guidance to agencies on Federal EEO complaint proc-
essing, hopes to isaue revised complaint processing regulations. The new regulations
would streamline .he current multi-stepped administrative process, making it less
costly, more expeditious, and fairer for all parties. We anticipate continued & .
in the hearings program due to the “decisions from the bench” program, the g h
productivity and quality of the attornei‘-examiner decisions, the issuance of addi-
tional technical and legal guidances on Federal EEO complaint processing and new
regulations to streamline the entire ~smplaints processing system.
would like to introduce into the record the Commission’s FY '82 and FY 83 re-
Borts on complaints process'n%and a list of accomplishments of the Public Sector
rograms since its creation in FY '82.

OFFICE OF REVIEW AND APPEALS

Tlhe Committee has expressed an interest in the EEOC’s Office of Review and Ap-
peals

The Office of Review and Appeals (ORA) has been reorganized and increased staff-
ing and resources have been allocated to ORA, which exercises final administrative
(appeliate) authority over all federal discriminetion complaints. Under the director
of that office, the number of attorney positions allocated to ORA has been increased
from twenty-one (21) attorneys to thirty (30) writing attorneys and two (2) new su-
pervisory attorneys.

Additionally, a new division has been created within ORA to handle the adminis-
trative areas, control of cases, and compliance matters. Within the division, another
special vnit has also been organized to work on improving the quality of decisions
issued. This unit reviews certain decisions on a selective basis, researches complicat-
ed issues, 0. areas where the Commission has not established clear precedent, devel-
ops policy guidance and conducts training for the legal staff. .

The Review and Appeals’ Divisions have also been divided and reovganized to
handle cases in a more specialized manner. The result is that every deision now
undergoes at least three levels of review before issuance.

Compliance Program (Office of Review and Appeals)

The EEOC, determined to have EEO requirements met, has also strengthened its
appellate comphance program. Corrective actions resulting from ORA Jecisions are
being more closely monitored, and questions about case interpretation are being re-
solved with more expediency. The Commission has completed action on approxi-
mately 2000 reports and related correspondence actions, many of which were sub-
mitted in FY 83. During the first two quarters of FY 85, over 576 Compliance Re-
ports had been received. EEOC has also requested that submitted reports be made
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more specific so that award ainounts and numbers of persons benefitted can be
tracked with greater accuracy. An estimated 27 government employees have shared
more than $667,908 in benefits during the first two quarters in FY 85,

Office automation (Office of Review and Appeals)

An ORA in-house autoinated data and information system, that will facilitate the
tracking and control of appeals filed, was effected ir. February of 1985. This project
will provide a sophisticated data base useful to the Commission and other agencies,
and the capability to avoid duplicate processing, identify related cases, and ensure
accurate tracking of cases. The system will zreatly expand the amount of case data
readily available, and enable ORA to generate quarterly reports to agencies on
p;ending appeals and the status of ORA requests for appeal files and related materi-
als.

Indexes/publishes decisions (Office of Review and Appeals)

The Commission has also entered into a contract with a private publisher, on a
“no-cost” basis, to index ORA decisiuns according to substantive topic areas. The
moet recently issued decisions (FY’s 1982, 1983, and 1984) are to be published first,
with subsequent decisions published on a quarterly basis. G!der decisions will also
be indexed and published, alo~ with a digest of important cases in particular sub-
ject areas. Eventually, because the contractor has experience indexing and publish-
‘ng materiale of other agencie:, it expects to provide a cross-reference system of
ORA decisions within the jurisdiction of these other Federal agencies. To date, more
than 6,000 decisions have been indexed and published. This should help agencies
identify areas of overlap ing jurisdiction in Federal employment, and help to clarify
the relevant authority.

Pulot project—expedited case processing (Office of Review and Appeals)

The O A Director has conducted a study of the operations of several appellate
court systems. As a result, ORA has also iatroduced a pilot program, starting in
April 1985, to screen all incoming appeals for jurisdictional defects or lack of inves-
tigative information. The major thrusts of the pilct project are two-fold:

.1 To screen all cases prior to assignment to an attorney for preparation of a deci-
sion;

2. To identify and prepare decisions susceptible to expedited processing.

This will allow some of the cases to be resolved as soon as they are received.

Agency Consulation Program (Office of Review and Appeals)

Another initiative undertaken by the Director of ORA is the agency consultation
program The Office of Review and Appeals recognized that whatever management
improvements were made, the appeals processing system could not work at peak ef-
ficiency unless a sense of mutual respect and trust was developed between the agen-
cies and EEOC. With this in mind, ORA initiated a program to establish a dialog
between the EEOC and the federal agencies and to provide technical assistance on
the state of the law and the Corimission’s regulatory and operations. Of equal im-
portance was the opportunity (on a non- se specific basis), for an agency tc provide
1ts perspectives on appeal issues and relaved problems and matters in the appellate
area.

In short, an on-going and working dialog between ORA and the federal agencies
had been non-existent. Since the inception of the agency consultation program, 20
multi-agency conferences have been conducted involving over 1,600 representatives
from federal agencies. In addition, several agencies have requested and received
training from ORA staff for their EEO and/or Einployee Relations staffs.

This statement has highlighted the most significant actions recently tzken by the
Office of Revizw and Appeals It is my understanding that the Commission will con-
tinue its commitment to do whatever is necessary to make the Office of Reviews and
Appeals one of the most effective and efficient offices in the Commission

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE THOMAS, CHAIRMAN, EQuAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
CoMMISSION

Good afternoon, Chairwoman Collins, and members of the subcommittee I appre-
ciate the opportunity to appear before you to report on the Commission’s efforts to
effect comphance with the Federal laws requiring the submission of annual equal
employment opportunity plans and the Ccmmission’s negotiations with the National
Endowment for the Humanities and the Department of Justice on this same issue.
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The Commission has issued directives on affirmative action to agencies based
upon, and consistent with, section 717 of title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended. One of those directives requires agencies to make determinations of un-
derrepresentation, to set goals, and to report those goals (among other things) to the
Commission annual'v

Of the 110 Federa. agencies required to submit equal eraployment opportunity
plans, all but four agencies have complied with this requirement. The four agencies
that have not complied ar. the Department of Justice, the Department of Educa-
tion, the Federal Trade Commission, and the National Endownment for the Human-
ities

The Chairman of the Endowment, William J. Bennett, in a letter to me, but deliv-
ered to the Washington Post and me, dated January 16, 1984, explained his opposi-
tion to making determinations of underrepresentation and to setting goals for FY
’83 by stating that the Department of Justice had declared that the Commission ex-
ceeds its authority in seeking such information. He also said that he believes that
employment policies should not be influenced by race, ethnicity, or gender. My per-
sonal views are consistent with Mr. Bennett's on this issue. However, we have
viewed our statutory authority and obligations to be at odds with such personal
views.

Section 717 of title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, forbids dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex or national origin. It requires
that each department or agency submit a national and regional equal employment
opportunity plan. Section 717 also requires that the Civil Service Commission, now
the EEOC, ‘Be responsible for the annual review and approval of a national and
regional equal employment opportunity plan which each [Federal] department and
agency . . . shall submit in order to maintain aa affirmative program of equal em-
ployment opportunitv”. Additionally, and sigrificantly, EEOC has been designated,
(pursuant to Executive Order 12067 and the Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1978), ~e
the principle agency responsible for the formulation of Federal equal employm
policy. The EEOC is the lead agency authorized to issue such orders, directives a
other instructions as it deems necessary to Federal agercies with regard to the..
equal opportunity programs Therefore, there is no legitimate question with regard
to the Commission’s authority to seek information it deems appropriate.

I also note that the most recent management directive requiring agencies to set
goals annually was sent to all affected agencies for comment—including the Nation-
ai Endowment for the Humanities and the Department of Justice—and neither
agency made any comments about these requirements.

In 1972, Congress extenaed the protections of title VII to Federal employment be-
cause it found that “minorities and women continue to be denied access to a large
number of Government jobs, particularly at the higher grade levels.”

In 1978, Congress and then President Carter transferred enforcement of section
717 to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission because the Civil Service
Commission had been “lethargic in enforcing fair employment requirements within
the Federal Government.” (Message of the President quoted in House Report No.
95-1069, 96th Cong., 2d sess., p.4) but, in making this transfer, Congress did not
change the terms of section 717, the legislative directions which accompanied the
enactment of section 717, or the Civil Service Commission policies which implement-
ed section 717.

In addition to langnage in the statute itself, the legislative history of section 717
gives support to the Commission’s position that affirmative action includes goals
and timetables. In the 1972 amendments, the Senate expressly rejected an amend-
ment whkich would have prohibited the Secretaréoof Labor from directing contrac-
tors to use goals and .imetables. Also, in 1978, Congress passed section 310 of the
Civil Service Reform Act, 92 Stat. 1152, 5 U.S.C. 7152 which directs EEOC as well as
each Federal agency to “Conduct a continuing program for the recruitment of mem-
bers of minorities . . . in a manner designed to eliminate undecsrepresentation of mi-
norities . . within the Federal service . . .”

While requiring agencies to set standards to reduce underrepresentation the Com-
mission has not required agencies to hire a certain number of minorities and women
in the coming year The Commission has issued detailed instructions to agencies de-
lineating program activities which will facilitate the movement of minorities and
women into areas where they appear underrepresented. Those activities include the
following sorts of programs:

Broadening the scope of recruitment efforts;

Ensuring that women and minorities receive sufficient training to enable them to
move up the ranks;
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Using bridge positicns to move minorities and women up from lower-graded job
categories into highergraded job categories for which they would not qualify with-
out the experience gained in those bridge positions; and

Working with high schools, college and universities to seek out and encourage mi-
norities and women to make their careers in Government through summer employ-
ment programs and the like.

This committee has also indicated an interest in hearing the Commission’s reac-
tion to, and interpretation of, the recent Supreme Court decision in Firefighters
Local Union No. 1784 v. Stoits.

The Commission, as a body, has not addressed the impact of the recent Supreme
Court decision as of this date.

However, I believe that the ambiguous decision in City of Mem‘{:hia v. Stotts is a
signal that the Supreme Court is deeply troubled about the validity of affirmative
action where there has been no prior finding of discrimination. This decision puts us
on notice that sex and race conscious numerical requirements benefiting unidenti-
fied victims will be scrutinized closely by the courts where there has peen no finding
of discrimination. However, as of this date, the Court is not yet ire to com-
pletely close the door on this issue. At this point, one can approach the decision in
Stotts as signalling either the death knell of affirmative action or as a grace period
granted by the Court in which to reexamine the premises underlying affirmative
action. During this grace pericd, we have an opportunity to preserve what is best
an'ii‘h mo?(t workable in the concept most commonly called affirmative action.

ank you.

PusLIC SECTOR PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR FiscAL YEAR 1983

Renewed MD-707 for the Full 5 Year Planning Cycle Fiscal Year 1982-Fiscal Year
1986.—-MD-707, passed by the Commission in January, 1981, mandates agencies set
up five year Affirmative Action Plans with goals and timetables. Was initially onlv
approved for one year by GSA.

Issued MD-707A for Years Fiscal Year 1988-Fiscal Year 1986.—MD-707A, passed
by the Commission in July, 1983, mandates yearly reports, with a series of uniform
formats, on the agencies five year cycle plans. This is extremely important because
with: this data the Commission can chart the progress of the government’s equal em-
ployment effort.

Issued On-Site Program Review Guide.—With of the On-Site Program
Review Guide in Fiscal Year 1983, Commission FAA staff could start technical on-
site reviews of field and headquarters age: “ies’ Affirmative Action Efforts. This is
the first time reviews have been done for mi. ‘ies and women since passage of the
Reorganization Act in 1978.

Strengthened Federal Affirmative Action Unuits in Field, —With the help of the Re-
gional and District Directors started to add staff to these units 8o they could carry
out their new responsibilities.

Wrote First Annual Report to the Congress.—EEOC, when it was given lead
agency responsibility in 1978, was to report to the Congress annually. This was not
dog:. Our first report was coordinated with the agencies and issued in Fiscal Year
1984.

Held Headquarters Training for FAA Unit Managers.—For the first time Head-
quarters Training was held for FAA Unit Managers. Also for the first time they
were part of the developmental process in reviewing documents before formal
agency review.

Developed New Appendix B (1980 Census DNata).—In coordination with the Office
of Program Research developed new 1980 Census data to be used in setting CLF
Goals for 2 ffirmative Action Plan purposes. The Commission was using 1970 data
updated to 1979. This old data lead to faulty goal setting.

Mailed FEORP Plans to the Office of Personnel Ma ment.—MD-707 requires
Departments and Agencies to mail RP Plans to E for forwaraing to OPM
which has authority of the FEORP Program. In coordination with officials at OPM
we forwarded these plans to them. The plans had been sitting at the Commission for
two years.

Held Governm.ent-Wide Conference on EEOC Management Directices and On-Site
Guide.—For the first time Publi: Sector Programs held & technical government-wide
conference to explain to over 300 agency representatives hov to use and comply
with Management Directives 707A-711—711A-712 and the On-Site Program Review
Guide. The Chairman gave the opening address.
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Wrote First Standardized Guidance to Field FAA Units.—In cooperation with
Field FAA personnel, developed the first comprehensive guidance to field personnel.

Issued Annual Report on Fiscal Year 1982 Complaint Processing System.—The
Commission in November 1982, passed the Fiscal Year 1982 Report on the Federal
Complaint Processing System.

Increased Com%liance with MD-707 From 45% to 99%.—Working very closely
with agencies Public Sector Prograras has increased both plan submissions and un-
derstanding of EEOC’s positions on Equal Employment and Affirmative Employ-

. ment.
Increased Compliance with 501 Directives from 55% to 100%.—For the first time
since Section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was nassed by Congress all agen-
cies are in comlﬂinanoe with ment Directices calling for affirmative action
aprroaches for dicapped Individuals.
. ssued Management Directives 711 and 711A.—In the Handicapped Individuals

Program Management Directives were previously issued cn a yearly basis. Now
MD-T11-T11A provide one set of Directives with mandatory reporting formats good
until Fiscal Year 1986. This eliminates yearly inconsistency and allows agencies to
computerize data.

Issued Management Directive 712.—This Management Directive passed by the
Comnmission in March 1983, provides a comprehensive program to facilitate Equal
Employment for Handicapped Individuals in Federal agencies.

Conducted 255 On-Site m Reviews o{.'tgedpartmental and Agency Field Facili-
ties—A Record Number.—FAA Units condu 255 on-site technical assistance re-
views. These reviews are extremely valuable in that th rovide much needed as-
sistance plus an EEOC presence—as lead agen —in the field. .

Develo, Handicapped Individuals 501 Information Fact Sheet.—While the
EEOC Office of Public Affairs has fact sheets on other programs none was available
on the 501 effort. Public Sector Programs develcged the data for Public Affairs.

Convened Two Meetings of the Intemgena'l mmittee on Handicapped Employ-
ment.—Two Meel:iclﬁs were held chaired by Chairman Thomas. The Committee:

1. Reviewed Fi Year 1982 Annual Report on Handicapped Individuals.

2. Adopted two reports: (a) “Effects on Reduction-In-Force on Handicapped Feder-
al Employees”; (b) “Criteria for Evaluation of Affirmative Action Programs for
Handicapped Individuals.”

3. Responded to 2046 written cr telephonic inquiries.

4. Approved a proposal to request OMB to provide ceiling exemptions for the
hiring of readers, interpreters, and personal assistants.

5. Worked with the ite House to issue an Executive Order adding the Secre-
tary of HHS to the Committee.

6. Established work group to coordinate the development of Disability Case Law.

Issued Management Directive 403 on Official Time.—The Commission Passed MD-
403 which briné: the EEOC interpretation of usage of official time in line with that
of the Federal Government.

Issued Interim Regulations on Mixed Cases.—These lations give instructions
on how to process Mixed Cases including elimination of dual hearings. Will save
EEOC and other agencies money and gl!hoceesmg time.

Issued Management Bulletin 109.—The Bulletin provides further clarification to
agencies in processing Mixed Cases. Answered some questions raised Ly agencies.

Hired 10 Additional Hearings Examiners.—In an effort to reduce ‘he inherited
backlog 10 additional examiners were hired, bringing the total to 86

Instituted Pilot Program—Decisions from the Bench.—The filot Program was
started in 3 offices and then expanded to 9 offices. Decisions may be verbal in
simple issue cases.

eld 1,657 Hearings reached 4,499 Settlements.

Developed Quality Assurance Program for the Hearing Program to be Implement-
ed in Fiscal Year 1&84.

Responded to over 7,113 calls for Technical Assistance. (Field not included.)

S Dt:veloped Options Papers on Reform of the Federal Complaints Processing
ystem.

PusLic SecTor PROGRAMS ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR Fiscar YzAr 1984

Implemented o Field On-Site Review Program for Minorities and Women.—For the
first time since EEOC received lead agency authority in 1978 PSP directed regional
Federal Affirmative Action (FAA) Units to implement an extensive on-gite visit pro-
gram for 12 te~geted federal agencies.

REST COPY AVAILABLE 35
EMC . [ RPN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1; T




32

Conducted 365 On-Site Program Reviews on Agency Field Installations-A Record
Number.—FAA Units conducted a record 365 on-site reviews of agency field facili-
ties throughout the United States.

Issued ‘82 Federal EEO Pre-Complaint Counseling and Complaint Processing
Report.—Wrote and had printed FY '82 Report on plaint Processing. This
marked the first report to be professionally printed, and only the second report ever
issued. Reports are now being issued annually.

Completed FY ‘88 Federal EEO Pre-Complaint Coumlir(t)% and Complaint Process-
ing Report.—Wrote, circulated for coordination (under 12067) and forwarded to the ¢
Commission the FY '83 Report.

Issued FY '82 Report on the Em, nt of Minorities, Women, and Handicapped
Individuals in the Federal Sector.—The first report ever issued on Minorities and
Women and the first combined report (including Handicapped Individuals Program)
ever issued. Sent to all federal agencies.

Drafted and Sent to the Federal Agencies , r Comment a Management Directive on
Prwrity Consideration.—Direcuve was developed to combat the continuing misuse of
the provisions in Priority considerzcion.

Developed Revisions of 29 CFR 1618 and Coordinated the Revisions within the
Commission.—Developed new 1613 procedures in our efforts to streamline exisiing
comnlaint processing ations.

Developed New Regulations to be 29 CFR 1614 to Centralized Federal EEO Com-
plaint Processing within EEOC.—Developed new draft regulations that would cen-
tralize the investigation of federal EEO complaints into the Commission.

Issued Appndix B of EEO-MD-707 Containing Revised and Updated 1980 Census
Data to be used with MD-707.—In coordination with the Office of Program Research
developed 1980 Census Data for dissemination to all federal agencies. Agencies had
been using 1970 data.

Developed a Staff Guide for use of Public Sector Programs’ Staff and Field Federal
Affirmative Action Units.—Developed first comprehensive guide for field and
headquarters personnel. For the first time field staff will have uniform guidance in
conducting program.

Reissued Management Directive 707.—Management Directive 707 was never
issued properly, contained numerous errors and was confusing. Reissued Mi3-707 in
proper managemert directive format with clear precise instruct.ons. .

Issued Management Directive 711A.—Issued MD-711A containing instructions tn
;;eggrsasl %‘giler’xgées on submissions of accomplishment reports and program updates for

Develo Training Module for MD-712.—Narrative, viewgraphs, and workshop
materials for training federal agency personnel were prepared and modules distrib-
uted to FAA Units.

Convened Meeting of Interagency Com:uttee on Handicapped Employees (ICHE).~
The 21st meeting of the ICHE was held in October 1983. Meeting was chaired by
Chairman Thomas. Members adopted a report and discussed other concerns and
issues.

Renewed Affirmative Employment and Complaints Reporting Requirements for FY
'84-FY '86.—In coordination with GSA (NARS) renewed MD-707A and MD-202 to
conform to planning cycle. (FY '84-FY '86)

Drafted &ual Pay Act Procedural Regulations for Federal Sector.—For the first
time drafted a precise set of procedural regulations to cover the Equal Pay Act ad-
ministration in the Federal Sector.

Co-sponsored Symposium at Gallaudet College “Perspectives on Empltgmem‘ of
Handicapped Indiiduals.—For the second corsecutive year Putlic Sector Programs .
garticipated in planning and conducting a naticnal symposium on employment of

andicapped individuals. Over 250 federal agency representatives were in attend-
ance

Provided 'J‘mming for 86 Complaints Examiners.—For the first time in 5 y2ars all
EEOC Complaints Examiners were brought into Headguarters for comprehenagiva
training. Examiners from CIA and NSA were also included.

Responded to 7,256 Calls and Written Inquiries for Technical Assistance.

Provided Training for all FAA Field Staff.—All FAA personnel were brought into
Headquarters for a three day Seminar to improve coordination and skills in light of
requirements in PSP Management Directives. This was the first time all personnel
had come to Headquarters for training.

Implemented a Full Program of On-Site Field Visits for Minorities and Wornen.—
On-site “isits were conducted in the 717 (Minorities and Women) program for the
first time since the reorganization of 1978.
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Stengthened Relationships with Federal Agencies.—Held more than 75 meetings
with federal agency headquarters staff to help them meet their statutory require-
ments. Served as trainers for 25 agency-sponsored training programs.

Requested Legislative and Judicial Branches of Government to take Steps to Pro-
vide Equal Opportunity in Employment for Handicapped Individuals.—This recom-
mendation of ICHE and PSP was implemented through correspondence addressed to
key members of the Congress anu the Judicial Conference of the United States.

Designated New Member of ICHE.—By Executive Order 12450 signed by President
) R agan on December 9, 1983, the Secretary of Health and Human Services was des-
ignated a member of ICHE. PSP prepared all paperwork and coordinated this effort.

Established Brown Bag Lunch Series on Equal Employment Opportunity for
Handiwcapped Individuals —In cooperation with EEOC’s Staff Development and
. Training Division PSP established a monthly brown bag luncheon series for manag-
ers and supervisors on handicapped issues.

Sponsored Conference for EEQ Directors of Federal Agencies.—In cooperation with
ORA and OCA sponsored a Federal Sector Conference for EEO Directors of all Gov-
ernment Agencies. Chairman gave opening addresses. Over 100 participants took

part
Implemented Nation-Wide Pilot Program Decisions from the Bench.—Designated

nine offices nationwide to try out pilot program decisions from the bench. Program
was successful and will propose implementing nationwide in FY ’85.
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Analysis of Pre-complaint Counseling and Complaint Processing Data

Submitted by Federal Agencies for Fiscal Year 1982

Introduction

This analysis of federal agency pre-camplaint counselirg and camplaint
processing 1s based on Fiscal Year 1982 data received from 62 federal agencies
on EEOC report Form No. 462 (see Attachment No. 1) and 1is the second published
analysis by Coamission staff of such sgency camplaint processing data.l The aata
for FY 82 reflect, for the most part, little charge from FY 81.

The agencles' reports analyze activity in the pre-appellate camplaint process.
This process has the following stages:

o informal counseling stage, during which an attempt at informal
resolution of the matter is attempted;
o acceptance or rejection of a complaint that has been flled with the
agency,
irvestigation;
attempt at adjustment of the complaint;
issuance of a Proposed Disposition;
hearing vy an EBOC Complaints Examiner (if requested by complainant); and
Agency Decision.

00000

Organization and Methodology

The report has four sections. Fach section consists of an analysis of agency-
provided data, conclusions and/or recommendations drawn or made theref rom,
and tables displaying the data. The four sections are:

I. Complaint Closures by Type of Closure;
II. Average Number of Days to Closure By Type of Closure;
I1I. Agency Actions and Recommended Decisions of EEOC Complaints Examiners,

and
IVe Complaints Summary (Irwentory).

In addition, data on the bases and issues alleged in the camplaints filed were
tabulated and are shown in Tables I and II. Although 22 categories of

1ssues are listed on EEOC Form 462, more thar. 50% of all issues alleged were
ccncentrated in only four categories (pramotion, termination, suspension and
other). More than one-third of all alleged bases were concentrated in ¢y two
categories (out of 12)—race, Black and e2x, female. It should be noted that,
since camplainants often allege more than one lssue and/or basis, more issues
and bases were alleged than the number of complaints filed.

Also attached is an apperuix containing information about numbers of counsel ing
contacts and complaints filed by agency, and the percentages that

these numbers represent of each agency's total workforce. Although the data are
interesting, there was insufficlent information to draw any useful conclusions
about the efficacy of the agencies' EEO counseling pragram.

lRepom:,s submitted by agencies for FY 82 are virtually complete; one agency did
not report its work force totals because the information is classified.
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No significance tests or other Statistical refinements were used on the FY 82
data. Nevertheless, to avold the kind of distortion that can be introduced
when very small numbers are ivolved, the analyses below have adopted a;

arbitrary rule, i.e., not to address as in any

way significant actions taken

on a given group of camplaints if that group of camplaints was less thar ‘9 1n

number.

Por each set of ata analy~ed, both means and medians are provided. Meana

provide a measure of performance of an agency c

then camplaints at that agency took almost twic

@ 28 lorg to be rejected as all

camplaints rejected by all federal agencies, but the agency still was performing

better in this category then at least half the

Several analyses use adjusted means and/o» medi
been adjusted to exciude agencles for which the
category, aml 1n other cases to exclude agencie
carplaints in the category being analyzed.

Summary of Findirgs

agencles surveyed.

ans: 1in same cases they have
data are incomplete for that
8 which had [ewer then 20

4 was stated in the camparable report for FY 81, in the staff's opinion, the
uata argue for a lorg-overdue revision of the entire camplaint processing
system. However, conclusions and recamendations in this paper focus only
upon how the administrative process might be improved within the context of

the present process.

The data continue to confirm that, as for FY 81

» the present system 1s not

efficlent. Agencles require considerably longer periods of time to 1ssue

final agency decisions than were emnvisioned by

Corgress which set 180 days as

the aporopriate time period. The rates of certain kinds of closures are quite

high (or 1ow) 1in comparison to comparable rates
systems,

0 Intake 1is uneven, in many agencles too
System that do not belong 1n 1t (see in
rates);

in other canplaing processing

Tany camplaints get into the
particular the high rejection

o Complaints closed through settlement are closed a lorg time after

filing (frequently at the stage at whic

h a Cormission Complaints

Examiner facilitates the voluntary resoclution) and some agencies may

be in non-compliance with the spirit, 1
tory requirement at 29 CFR §1613.217(a)
opportunity for {nformal adjustment;

f not the letter, of the regul a~
that the agency provide an

© Agencles continue to accept 1ar more Recammended Decisions finding
no discrimination than they accept Recommended Decisions finding

discrimination, and certaln agencles do
ate fashion,
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On the basis of limited data, withdrawal rates continue to appear high;

Closures ot all types continue to take far too long (see in particular
closures by issuance ot an Agency Decision on the merits), and

The data tor some ot the larger agencies indicate that they have
processing problems in a number of areas, not just one or two.
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TABLE 1

RANKING OF ISSUES ALLEGED (HIGHEST 10 LOWEST) IN

Issue Alleged

Other

Promotion

Termination
Suspension

Reprimand

Harassment (non-sexual)
Sexual Harassment
Appointment

Assigrment of Duties
Reassignment

Training

Time and Attendance
Duty Hours

Working Conditions
Non-merit pay
Pay/including overtime
Merit Pay
Reinstatement

Awar

Conv: rs.on to tull-time
kxar.nation test

Re 1rement

Total

COMPLAINTS FILED IN FY 82

# of

allegations

3,458
3,357
2,235
1,863
1,605
1,329
890
811
733
700
623
493
484
426
378
262
253
19
23

59

53

o8

20,333

% of total allegations
in complaints filed

—-srSPocrbLoNOUC
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TABLE 11

RANKING OF BASES ALLEGED /HIGHEST TO LOWEST) 1N

Basis Alleged

Race, Black
Sex, Femele
Reprisal

Age

Sex, Male

National Origin, Other
Handicap, Physical

Race, White

Race, Other

National Origin, Hispanic
Religion

Handicap, Mental

Total

COMPLAINTS FILED IN FY 82

# of
allegations

4,506
2,987
2,469
1,926
1,840
1,610
1,553
1,226
1,066

889

794

279

21,145
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SECTION I
COMPLAINT CTOSURES BY TYPE OF CLOSURE
Analysis and Conclusions/Recammendations

In this section, data on types of closures made by agencles are analyzed.
Agency figures for closures indicate that there are increasing numbers (com-
pared to FY 81) of resaolutions through valuntary settlement.

A. Relectioms

1. Analysis: A camplaint may be rajected due to untimeliness,
lack of jurisdiction ("purview") and/or pecause the camplaint is identical
to one previously filed. The mean percentage of total closures that were
rejections was 15%; for agencles with 20 or more closures, the median
was 13%, slightly above that for FY 81 (12%). See Table III. Of agencies
closing 20 or more camplaints, the Office of Persome Management had a
percentage of twice the mean with 30% (7 of 23 closures). See Table IV for
a rankiry; of agencies with 20 or more closures by percentage of closures
that were rejections.

2, Conclusions/Recommendations: While 15% of federsl complaints
were closed due to rejection, the percentage of charges closed in private
sector charge processing for the same reasons was only 3% during Fg 8.

This contrast 1s strikirg. Because federal camplainants generally file
camplaints without assistance from EEO counselors or from anyone else with
e.pertise in the area of ERO law, agencles reject large numbers of complaints
which might not have entered the system had the potential complainant received
intensive counsellrg of the sort received by a potential chargirg party in

the private sector. Without professional assistance to the camplainant at
the intake stage, such high rejection rates—and the inefficiencies which
consequently result-—are probably inevitable. Another reason why rejection
rates are higher in the federal sector than in the private sector is that many
rejections in the federal sector are based upon lack of timeliness on the part
of the complainant in brirgirg the matter before the agency. Complainants, in
the present system, have only 30 days to take the matter they wish to complain
about to a counselor. That 30-day time period 1s under review as one part of
a possible comprehensive review of the federal EFO complaint pi.z28sing system.

B. Cancellatioms

Analysis: Complaints are cancelled when the complainant fails
to prosecute the claim. The mean percentage of closures that were cancellations
was 6%, unchanged from FY 81; the median was 0%, also unchanged from FY 81; the
adjusted medlan (to exclude agencles with fewer than 20 closures) was H%, up
slightly from FY 81's figure of 5%.

C. Withdrawals

1. Analysis* The mean percentage of total closures that were
withdrawals was 22%, down from 34% in FY 81, the median was 9%, down from 19%;
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and the mecian adjusted to exclude agencies with 19 or fewer closures was 19%
down from 32%. See Table III. Of agencies with 20 or more closures, the
three agencies with the highest percentages in tr*s category were: the Central
Intelligence Agency (48% - 10 of 21); the Veterans Adrinistration (35% - 134
of 380); and the Department of the Interior (33% - 3b of 116). See Tanle V
for a i1anking of agencies with 20 or more clocures by percentage of closures
that were withdrawals.

’ 2. Conclusions/Recommendations: Without further information (which
it would not be practical to seek at this time), it is difficult to know what
significance to attach to a respordent agency havirg an unusually hiy rate
of closures due to withdrawals. For example, some of the withdrawals reported
might, ir fact, involve ¢ ttlement of the complaint where the terms of the

. settlement are not in writing, with withdrawol of the complaint being part
of the settlement. If that is what the high withdrawal rate in fact meens
for one or more agenc'es, then complainants in those agencies are beirg
placed at a disadvantage as compcied to complainants whose cases were closed
through a signei settlement agreement, since the existence of a signed agreement
provides a certain vehicle for correction in the case of breach. Without an
agreement, the possibility for correction is less likely.

There are other possibie reasons for a high withdrawal rate--the complaints

take 8o lorg to orocess that complainante may become discouraged and decide
wothing 18 to be gained frcm keeping the complaint alive. (See Section II.C.,
below, for statistics on how long complaints have been in process at the time

of withdrawal.) Another possibility is that in certain agencies the 1ikelihood
of voluntary resolutions is 8o small that complainants become discoursged and
discontinue thelr cases. This may be the case with the three agencies refereviced
above.

D. Settlements

1. Analysis: The raan percentage of total closures tnat were
settlements was 257, up considerably .rom the reported 11% for FY 81 and from
the 18% rate for FY 81 if that year's rate is adjusted to reflect FY 82
reportlrg instructions (see C above). The median was 18% while the median
ad.jua;ted to exclude agencies with 19 or fewer closures was 25%. (See Table
ITI.

Of agencles with 20 or more closures, the Veterans Administration had the
lcv 3t settlement rate at 5% (19 of 380 closures). See Table VI for ranking
of agencles by set.iement rates.

The five agencies with more than 20 total closures durirg FY 82 that have the
highest percentages of settlement were: the Department of the Interior (56% -
65 of '16 closures), the Goverrment Print.rg Office (43% - 15 of 35 closures);
the Erwirormental Protection Agency (34% - 11 of 32 closures); the United
States Postal Service (34% - 3,175 of 9,322 closures); and the Department of
the Treasury \33» — 125 of 379 closuress.

As in F. dl1, not all settlements reported by agencles were brought about
through settlement efforts of the agency alone: after an agency has vugleted
its own irvestigation and adjustment efforts, the complainant may request
assigrment of the case to an EEOC Complaints Examiner for a hearirg. As
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part of the hearings process, the Commission encourages s~ttlement. Dur: FY ¢,
35% of the cases assigned to Complainte Examiners settle up from the FY Bl rate
of 24%, These constituted approximately 23% of all settlements a.nieved in

the federal sector administrative camplaint process during FY €2

2. Conclusions/Per~mmendations: Title VII emphasizes voluntary
settlement of camplaints. ‘the Commission's xperlence, and that of many
state and local anti-discrimination agencies as well, has been that a
systematlc and continuing focus upor settlement of a camplaint by the
parties at all times 1s essential to a productive . i cost-effective
complaint processing system. Without such a sustained focus, camplaint pro-
cessing 1s likely to revert to a labored imvestigation and a determination
on the merits of all complaints, regardless of whether such an expenditure
of resources 1s necessary or beneficlal to the partles.

Bren within the existing framework, 1t is apparent that not all agencles are
yleldlrg the best possible results. Indeed, EFOC Complaints Examiners, who
are assigred cases after an agency has completed its inveotigation and adjust-
ment efforts, are settling cases at a rate 25% higher than the overall agency
rate.

E. Ageicy Decisions

1. Analysis: The mean percentage of total closures by agency
decisions on the merits was 29%, down from the FY 81 rate of 33%; the median
was 33%, unchanged from FY 81, and the medlau adjusted to exclude agencies
with 19 or fewer closures was 307, up from the FY 81 rate of 34%. See Taple IIT.
Of agencies with 20 or more closures, those that were 13 percentage polnts or
more above the mean were: the Small Business Administration (58%); “he Depart~
ment of Housing and Urban Development {,2%); the Department of rgriculture,
the Office of Personnel Management, and the Tennessee Valley Authority (each
with 48%), and the Department of Health and Human Services (47%), The
Central Intelligence Agency, on the other hand, reached a decision on tre
merlts in only 5% of its closures (1 out of 21).

2, Conclusions/Recommendations: A considerable number of factors
may affect how many complaints reach a decision on the merits by the
respordent agency. agency complaint processing peculiarities (if an agency
falls to encourige Set’ iement, more complaints will of necessity go throygh
to decision), eiployee and union attitides ‘oward settlement, and other
factors difficu t to identify. Since, however, this type of closure is the
least cost effective, at least in terms of time expenditure (and in sqme
instances least desirable In terms of resolving problems in the worknplac e
rapidly), agencles with very high percentages should try to resolve more
complaints thros.,» voluntary se“tlement where appropriate.
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TABLE IV

RANKING OF AGENCIES (LOWEST TO HIGHEST) BY PERCENTAGE UF CLOSURES

THAT WERE RLJECTIONS IN FY 82

’ (of agencies with 20 or more closures)

% ot Closures

Agency by Rejection
Smll Business Adminstration 0
Interior i
Environmental Protection Agency 3
Govermment Printing Office 3
Coomerce 5
Agriculture 7
Labor 8
Termessee Valley Authority 9
Treasury 9
Justice 12
kqual Bmployment Opportunity Comm. 13
Housing and Urban Development 13
Detense (Total) 14
Health and Human Services 14
Veterans Admnistration 14
General Services Administration 15
Transportation 15
Postal Service 17
Energy 18
Central Intelligence Agency 19
Oftice of Personnel Management 30
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Total
Closures

26
116
32
35
66
155
108
192
379
206
134

o
2,217
664
380
94
248
9,322
33

21

23
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TAKLE V 4

RANKING OF AGENCIES (LOWEST TO HIGHEST) BY

PERCENIAGE OF CLOSURES THA1 WERE WITEDRAWALS IN FY 42

| (of agencies with 20 or more closures) .
% ot Closures Total
Agency by Withdrawals Closures
Housing and Urban Deve lopment 5 36 "
Transportation 6 248
Govermment Printing Oftice 9 35
Otfice of Personnel Management 9 23
Small Business Admnistration 12 26
tnergy 15 33
Equal Employment Upportunity Comm. 16 134
Justice 16 206
Agri culture 17 155
Health and Human Services 18 664
Tennessee Valley Authority 19 192
General Services Admnstration 20 94
Postal Service 21 9,322
Treasury 22 379
Enviro.mental Protection Agency 25 32
Commerce 26 66
Defense (Total) 20 2,217
Labor 6 108
Interior 33 116
Veterans Admnistration 35 380
Central Intelligence Agency 48 21
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TABLE VI
RANKING OF AGENCIES (HIGHEST TO LOWEST) BY PERCENTAGE OF
CLOSURES” THAT WERE SETTLEMENTS IN FY 82

(ot agencies with 20 or more closures)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

% of Closures Total
Agency by Settlement Closures

Interior 56 116
Governr-nt Printing Office 43 35
Enviromnmental Protection Agency 34 32
Postal Service 34 9,322
Treasury 33 379
Transportation 32 248
Small Business Administration 3 26
Central Intelligence Agency 29 21
Justice 25 206
Agriculture 26 155
Housing anc Urban Development 25 56
Energy 24 33
Labor 23 108
Commerce 20 66
kqual Employment Opportunity Comm. 19 134
General Services Administration 17 94
Termessee Valley Authority 15 192
Health and Human Services I 664
Detense (Total) -~ 13 2,217
Office ot Fersonnel Management 9 23
Veterans Administration 5 380
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SECTION II |
//ERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS TO CLOSURE, BY TYPE OF CLOSURE

Analysis ard Conclusions/Recommendations

Data covering average number of days to closure by type were reported in PY
the followirg five categories: Rejections, Cancellations, Withdrawals,

Settlements, and Agency Decisions. The overall average timeframe for all

closures was 374, as campared to 303 days in FY 8l.

A. Rejections .

1. Analysis: The mean number of days to closure by rejection was
130 days, down from the FY 81 average of 134 days; the median was 131 days,
up from FY Bl's average of 128 days; and the median adjusted to exclude
agencles with fewer than 20 closures was 136 days, up from 133 days in FY
8l. See Table VII. Four agencies red more extended periods of time:
the Veterans Administration (601 days); the Department of Agriculture (359
days); the Department of the Treasury (333 days); tne Department of Labor
(276 days); and the Erwirommentsl Protection fgency (262 days). Swe Table
VIII for a rankirg of agencies with 20 or more closures by this type of
closure. The Department of Commerce, the Central Intell’gence Agency, the
General Services Administration, and the Department of Justice also reported
long periods of time to closure by rejection in FY 82.

2. Conclusions/Recommendations: The regulations provide discrete,
adentifiable grounds upon which a complaint may be rejected. These are: lack
of timeliness, lack of jurisdiction, ard/or because the complaint 1s identical
to one previously filed. The long periods of time noted above appear rather
extended and weuld appear to indicate apparent failures in case management .

B. Cancellatiomns

1. Analysis: The mean number of days to closure by cancellation was
367 days, up from %E FY Bl average of 350 days; the median was 337 days, up
considerably from FY 81's median of 253 days; and the median adjusted to exclude
agencies with 19 or fewer closures was 337 days, up from an adjusted mean in

Fi 81 of 184 days. See Table VII. Of agencies with 20 or more closures, six
agencies required considerably lorger periods of time than most: the Office

of Personnel Management (1,319 days); the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (1,245 days); the Department of Energy (868 days); the Department
of the Treasury (656 days); the Deparument of Agriculture (640 days); and the
Veterans Administration (492 cays).

2. Conclusions/Recommendations: (Cancellations of a complaint are
made cnly because the camplainant fails to prosecute his/her camrlaint. Failure
to prosecute could occur at ai, stage, early or late, of proceseing. Agencles
whose processirg time 18 abo/e the mean for the number of days to closure by
cancellation might eramine files of cases closed through cancellation in order
to identify potential problem areas.
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C. Withdrawals

1. Analysis: 'The mean number of days to closure for withdrawals was

308 days, a decline from toe FY 81 average of 372 aays; the median was 324 days,
up fram the FY 81 figure of 306 days; the median number of days adjusted to
exclude agencies with fewer than 20 closures was 317 days, down fram the FY 81
adjusted mean of 34l days. See Table VII. Of agencies with more than 20
(losures, eight agencies required considerably lorger periods of time:

g the Central Intelligence Agency (1,269 days); the Veterans Administration
(811 days); the Department of Cammerce (709 days); the Department of the Interior
(677 days); the Department of Transportation (468 days); the Department of
Agriculture (460 days); the Department of Justice (447 day:.J; amd the
Department of the Treasury (389 days).

2. Conclusions/Recommendations: It is qifficult to drrw any
conclusions from these data, as indicated in the earlier discussion of withdrawals,
without further information on exactly what sorts of cases close through
withdrawal and why complalnants withdraw after such lorg pericds of time.
It is possible that in Some cases ianpla.inants withdrew precisely because so
much time had passed since filirg.

D. Settlements

1. Analysis: The mean number of days to closure by settlement
was 328 days, down slightly from the FY 81 mean of 342 days; the median
nunber of days was 443 days, up from the FY 81 figure of 383 days; amd the
mediun adjusted to exclude agencies with fewer than 20 closures was 441 days,
up considerably from 293 in FY 8l. See Table VII. Of the agencies with
20 or more closures, the six agencies with the lorgest periods of time to
closure by settlement were: the Department o. stice (1,569 days); the Central
Intelligence Agency (1,348 days); the Brwirormental Protection Agency (827 days);
the Department of Commerce (6% days); the Department of the Interior (560 days):
and the Department of Labor (531 days). See Tatle IX for a rankirg of agencies
with 20 or more closures. The Bwirommental Protection Agency was amorg the
four agencles taklirg tne longest periods of time for this type of closure in
FY 81 as well, with an average of 1,226 days.

2. Conclusions/Recommendations: Most settlements occurred approximately
14 months after the complairts were filled. The comparable figure in the
private sector is about six months. This exterded period of time reflacts,
in part, the fact that most agencies attempt settlement of formal camplaints
only after the irvestigation has been completed, at that point in the proce-
dures where the regulations require that an attempt at informal adjustment of
the camplaint be made. At so late a stage in processirg, when the passage of
time and the irvestigation itself diminish the conciliatory bent of the
parties, the chances of a successful settlement are considerably less than
they are shortly after filing. It 18, therefore, recommernded that agencies
oe required to attempt settlement as early and as often in the process as it is
reasonable to do s0.

1a comparison was made by agency between lery th of time to withdrawal and
withdrawal as a percent of closures, but no clear pattern was found.
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Other than rejection, settlement is the speediest means of resolu'cian and
frequently the most desirable from the complainant's and agency's point

of view. It cannot be said tco often that any complaint processirg procedure
that 1s to have & chance of beirg truly efficient must include a focus upon
settlement at all times during processirg of the complaints, with ecpecial
emphasis belrg placed durlng the earliest stages of processirg.

E. Agency Decisioms

1. Analysis: The mean number of days to closure by Agency Decision
on the merits was E%' days, over a year-and-a-half but down 16 days from
the FY 81 average of 611 days; the median number of days was 611, up from 598
in FY 8l and the median adjusted to exclude agencies with fewer than 20
closures was 634 days, down from FY 81's figure of 716 days. See Table VII.
Of agencies with more than 20 closures, the five requiring the most d%,zu to
closure by Agency Decision were: the Central Intelligence Agency (1,846 days
- just over 5 years); the Erw iromental Protection Agency (1,623 days - over 4
years); the Department of Hrergy and the Department of Commerce (each with
1,096 days - 3 years); end the Department of Agriculture (896 days - almost 2
1/2 years). See Table X for a ranking of agencies by this closure time
period.

2. Conclusions/Recommendations: Not all tie time to closure through
issuance of an Agency Decision is due to the agencles' lergthy processirg,
since some have been delayed by the Commission ‘n the hearirg process.
Agencies reported closing 4,311 camplaints through issuance of an Agency
Decision. Commission data on Recommended Decisions transmitted in FY 82
indicate that about 30% of those Agency Decisions invalved complaints which
were the subject of a Commission-corducted hearirng. The Commission took an
average of 411 days in FY 1982 to process such complaints compared to &n
average of 201 days taken by the Commission in FY 8l. This 57% increase in
processing time was, in large part, a result of two factors: a 41% increase
in the number of hearing requests and a 17% decrease in Commission staff who
process these requests. Additionally, the bulk of the increase in reguests
was received durirg one quarter and not evenly distributed over the year.

1 66 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
EMC ‘.ﬂ, . A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




FY 82 AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS TO CLOSURE BY TYPEZ OF CLOSURE
AVEBACE NMBER OF DAYS TO CLOSURE fORs
ACENCY OR OZPARTNENT
. REJECTION [ANCRLLA wt serrLeest | pecrsron
%) [0 [¢])
Action ] 0 7] ) 489 396
Intnin, Office of the U8 Camts 0 o |B o o
3 [£3) 1 2) 3)

. Moy for 1 3 |Daw [P 930 | (L) 109y
Agri ol ture oy W o [0 a0 |04 |08 49
Amms Qontxol & Disarmesent Agency 0 0 0 0

)] T Ty
Cantral Intslligence Agency i 0 1269 1348 1846
civid Soard 0 0 0 0 0
[ 9 1 10 336 | (D 100 [ G300 |23 (e
Cds 1) [¢3) 3]
Comission on Civil Mghts 0 0 2 - o
Commndity Putures Trading Comwission| 0 0 [ ® ™ R
Coneusar Product: Safety Comsission ] 3 @y 3 3
(314) wn (569) @87y 13)
Dafense (Total) 137 376
A Poroe ) 3 ) 0] (201)
41-1 __ﬁn__llﬂ__ll.—
63) D (130) [0)) 1408)
Aow AS 271 249 37
(133) @3 (183) [E0] (193)
Ny 22 222 436 s5g |
(1) (1t 38) ) 34)
| _Defwwe logistics Mgy 00 1% w |
other Defense wo — e o9 () 10)
(1) ) ® i)
Education a 293
*) 3) ) ® an
| Energy aal " sas 0 A 1m1
Bnviromantal Protaction ) 0 * (a5 a2z
Aqency 282 2% 2 Ty L
an (s @0 an (3%)
| Bqual Pwployrent Opportunity Cosm. 14 112 uz aké 240
*
Bort-Ispore Bank of the US 0 0 [] [] v
Farm Credit Mwimstration L) 0 9 0 178
Tedarsl Camnications Commission 9 o 0 0 [}
) [£1]
|Federal Deposit Tneurence Corp. g u 0 o ?
@«
| Federa). Pearguncy Mom: Agency o 9 9 D uy | By
() )] )]
|Federal fme Loan Bamk Board 43 2 " 0 s
Faderal lakor Relations Auchori 2 0 0 @ 20 o
Federal Maritims Ocswdission B a 0 0 O g 0
Fed Mediation & Concaliation Ser o ¢ o A0 ey D4
Fed Meserwe Systew-84 of Gov. o g o ° 0
Federal Trade Cormission e o o @ 1 | Brsgy
General Services Admnistration (i:) 160 (:) 1w (M))” 16) (37)“’
( @ ® as A0
Governmant Printang Office 12 119 32 153 4

ERY C'.ST COPY AVAILABLE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



64

TABLE VII (cont)
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TABLE v1II
RANKING CF AGENCIES (LOWEST T HIGHEST) BY AVERAGE NUMBER
OF DAYS TO CLOSURE BY REJECTION IN FY 82
(of agencies with 20 or more closures)

Average Mubcr of
Days to Closure by

Agency _ Rejection
. Small Business Administration N/A
Govermment Printing Office 32
Health and Human Services 52
Transportation 59
Interior 61
Tennessee Valley Author.ty £6
Energy &8
Defmse (Total) 89
Postal Service 22
Housing and Urhan Development 131
tqual Employment Opportunity Comm. V24
Ottice ot Persor.nel Management 138
Justice 161
General Services Administration 165 |
Central Intelligence agency 177
Commerce 187
Environmental Protection Agency 262
Labor 276
Treasury 333
Agriculture 359
Veterans Adminstration 601
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TABLE IX
RANKING OF AGENCIES (LOWEST TO HIGHEST) BY

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS TO CL"SURE BY SETTLEMENTS IN FY 82

(of agencies with 20 ov more closures)

Average Number of Days

Agency to Closure by Settlement
Govcrnment Printing Otfice 153
Office of Persormel Maragement 222 .
Health and Human Services 26
Postal Service 280
Transportation 314
Termessee Valley Authority 328
Housing and Urban Development 361
Equal Euployment Opportunity Comm. 364
Defense (Total) 376
General Services .dministration 394
Energy 441
Veterans Administration 445
Agriculture 467
Smll Business Administration 495
Treasury 505
Labor 531
Interior 560
Commerce 695
Enviromental Protection Agency 827
Central Intelligence Agency 1 348
Justice 1,562
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TABLE X

RANKING OF AGENCIES (LOWEST TO HIGHEST) BY AVERAGE

NUWMBER OF DAYS TO CLOSURE BY AGENCY DECISIONS IN FY 82

(of agencies with 20 or more closurea)

Agency

Govermment Printing Office
General Services Administration
Tennessee Valley Authority
Health and Humn Services
Postal Service

Defense (Total)

Housing and Urban Development
labor

Office of Personnel Management
Small Busiiese Administration
Interior

Justice

Equal Employment Opportunity Comm.
Transportation

Treasury

Veterans Administration
Agriculture

Comrer ce

Energy

Envirommental Protection Agency
Central Intelligence Agency
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401
445
330
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SECTION III
AGENCY ACTIONS ON RECOMMENDED DECISICY , OF COMMISSION COMPLAINTS EXAMINERS

Analysis and Conclusions/Recammendations

1. Analysis: If a complainant requests an EBOC Complaints Examiner to be
assignei to his/her case, the Camplaints Examiner corvenes a hearirg and there-
after transmits 2 Recommended Decision to the agency for its review. The
agency may elther accept the Recommended Decision in 1ts entirety, modify 1it,
or re’ect it. For all sgencles, Conmission records indicate 1,338 Recommended
Decisions on individual complaints were transmitted to agencles, while the
total number of Agency Decisinns 1ssued after receipt of a Recommended Decision
reported by, those agencles on EEOC Form 462 was 1,282.

Of the 363 Recomended Decisions £indirg discrimination on which agencles
reported taking action, the agencles accepted 166, or 46%, slightly more than
in FY 81, and modified ur rejected the rest. See Table XI. Of the 1,191
Recommerded Decisions finding no discrimination on which agencies reported
taking action, however, the agencles accepted 829, or 90%, and modified or
rejected the rest. This represents a slight reduction from FY 81 when they
accepted 97% of Recommended Decisions finding no discrimination. Seven
agenciles reported taking ac.ion on 20 or more Recommended Decisions recelved
from the Camnission, they accepted findirgs of discrimination and findirgs
of no discrimination as follows:

. .f Flmirgs of % of Findings of
Discrimination No Discrimination
Agency Accepted Accepted
Treasury 0 0
Veterans Administration 0 752
Defense (Total) i %
Postal Service [ 90
Health and Human Services 54 100
Transportation 73 88
Justice 76 100

2. Conclusions/Recommendations: It 1s strikirg that EEOC Fecommended
Decisions finding no discrimination appear to pass muster far more often than
Recommended Decisions £inding discrimination. Although it 18 reascnable to
expect perhaps same difference between the rate at which an agency accepts
Recommended Decisions findirng discrimination and the rate at which an agency
accepts Recommended Decisions findirg no discrimination, the disparity shown
in the FY 82 data 1s so great as to suggest the need to raise standards for
Agency Decisions vhic™ reject Reconmerded Decisions findig discrimination.

IMme difference between these two figures 1s due to the fact that not ail
agencies receiving Recommended Decisions from the Commission are included in
this report.

2M11 other actions by the Veterans Administration on findirgs of no discri~
mination were modifications, i.e., none was rejected.
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The disparity is particularly & rarent for the first five agencies listed.
Those agencies might examine rel sant decisions to determne why such discre-

pancies exist between the findirgs ot Complaints Examiners and the agencies
themselves.
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SECTION IV
COMPLAINTS SUMMARY (Irwentory)

Analysis and Conclusions/Recommendations

1. Analysis: The Complaints Summary analysis compared the number of
complaints on hand at the beginnirng of FY 82 to the number of camplaints on
nand at the end of the FY 82. See Table XII. The amount of charge in those
two figures determined the rate of the irwentory growth.

During FY 82, the govermment-wide irwentory of cumplaints in proc:ss decreased
from 15,848 to 15,193, or a decrease of 4%. See Table XIII for a ranking of
agencies by growth of irwentory during FY 82.

During FY 82, seven agencies reported an lnventory growth ratc of more than
35%. Of tiose, only two had an irwentory of 20 or more at the beginning of
FY 82 and their increases were as follows:

Rate of Growth
Inventory Complaints Inwentory From "nd of FY 81

Agency 10/01 /81 Flled 9/30/82  to Eri of FY 82
o] Housirg and Urban Development 97 110 133 37%
Department of the Interior 399 235 563 4%

2. Conclusions/Recamendations:

Agencles that are bullding irventories are dolrg 30 at a rate (18% during FY
82) which generates concern. This situation can only be redressed by the
introduction of more efficient and cost-effective procedures into the camplaint
processing system, coupled with improved case manaegement on the part of
respordent agencles.
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FY 82
COMPLAINTS SUMMARY
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Other Defanse . e 199 173 1 | o [C])]
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TABLE XII {cont)

FY 82

COMPLAINTS SUMMARY
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TABLE XIII
RANKING OF ALL REPORTING AGENCIES (LOWEST TO HIGHEST) BY
RA’IEWGRO;HHQ’INVMQ{YWRDJGF‘Y&

Pr.ccent Change in

- Irventory fram
Federal Mediation & Coneiliation Serv .ce (75)1
National Endowmert far the Arts (60)

. Pederal Labor Ralations Authority (50)
Railroad Retiretent Board (50)
Securities and R-charge Co-mission {uy)
Central Intelligenc. Agency (42)
Government Pr_nting office (41)
National Labor Relations Board (41)
ACTION (38)
Federal Home Loan Bark Boad (33)
Federal Tride Commisgio (33)
Camodity Futures Trading Comm. (30)
General Services Administration (29)
Cammerce (21)
Agency o, International Lorelopment (20)
Federal Commnicat’ons Cam. (20)
Postyl Service (20)
Federal Deposit Inanpance Corp. Qe
Heal th and Human S:rvices (G
Pension Benefit Gu ranty Corp. ro
Labor

Tennessee Vall: wthority {
Commission ™ Ciy1{® Rights (
Panama Car . .ommlusior, (
Erergy (
National Endcuwment for the Humantties
Farm Credit Administration
International Cammnications Agency
‘state Commerce Commission
nal Credit Union Administration
mescar Regulatory Commission
Jecupational Selety & Health Re iew Caormr,.
OFI/Alaska National 0as Trans. System
Select!ve Service System
Small Business Administration
Defer. ~ (Total)
Equal .'.ployment Opportunity Comm.
National Aeonautics & Space Administration
Transporcation

IR WWN OO OC OO0 O ru~ua

1Parentheses indicate a negative growth rate, i.e., a jecrease in 1ry xtory.
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TABLE XITI (con't)

Percent Charge in
Inventory from

Beginnirg
Agency FY 82 to End FY 82
Agriculture 5
Erw irommental Protection Agency 6
Justize 11
Office Of Persomnel Management 13
Education 17 .
Treasury 20
Veterans Administration 21
mithsonian Institution 27
Sgate 31
Housing and Jrban Develomment 37
Int=rior 4
Corumer Product Safety Conmission 50
Export-Import Bank 50
Federal Reserve Board 50
Merit Systems Protection Board 60
Federal Emergenc’ Management Agency 67
International Treie Comission 67
National Sclence ¥ourdation 67
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts 380
N/A

Arms Control & Disarmament Agency
Civil Aeronautics Board

Federal Maritime Cammission
Soldiers' & Airmer's Home
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APPENDIX
COUNSELING CONTACTS AND COMPLAINTS FILED, BY

AGENCY AND NUMBER OF FULL-TIME POSITIONS
I. Analysis

In this section, data concernirg agency counseling and complaints filed were
examined in the context of the number of full-time positions in the

agency. See Table A, T.ee comparisons were made: (1) persons counseled
as a percent of total full-time positions; (2) percent of counseling contacts

resultirg in formal camplaints; and (3) camplaints filed as & percent of
. total full-time positions.

The mean of persons receiving counseling as a percent of total full-time

positions was 2.1%, virtually the same as the FY 81 figure of 2.02%;

the medianl was 1.2%, down slightly fram 1.6% in FY 81; the median (adjusted to
2

excludti agencies with fewer than 20 contacts) was .3%, up from FY 81's figure
of 1.5%.

As to the percent of counseling contacta resulting in formal complaints:

the mean was 23%, the same as FY 8i's figure; the median was 22%, lower than
the FY 81 fig.  of 31%; and the medlan (adjusted to exclude agencies with
fewer than 20 con.ccts) was 23%, lower chan FY 81's figure of 30%.

‘The mean: of camplaints f4led as a percent of the mumber of full-time
perranent agency employees (adjusted to exclude agencies not reporting the
number of full-time positions) was 0.48%, up slightly from FY 81's figure of
0.46%, the median, so adjusted, was 0.3%, down fram the FY 81 figure of 0.4%;
and the median adjusted to exclude agencies with fewer than 20 contacts was
0.4%, the same as in FY 81.

II. Conclusions/Recormendatior-

Too many potential factors may atiect the number of employees seelding comseling
and filing complaints in a given agency to draw any firm concl usions
c..cerning an ageacy's management or ERD clima = from thie data.

For example, the percentage of an agency's workforce that is minority and/or
female might affect the number of people seeking counseling; the
advice given by an agency's erclusive representative about filing a camplaint

informal contacts that become formal complaints ;’and the general level of
Sophistication amorg cmployees about cuv il rights law and its enforcement
could also affect the rate of complaint filing.

“The number is adjusted to exclude the agencies whose number of full-time
positions has not been reported.
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TARLE A (cont)

FY 82
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INTRODUCTLON

A. Background

Thia is the third published report of federal agency pre-complsint counseling
and comp.a nt processing data. It 1s based on Fiscal Year 1983 atatistical
data received from €0 agencies on Equal Emoloyment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) Porm No. 462 (see Attachment 1). Each of these agencies employs 100
or more personnel; in this report, "government-wide” is used to refer to dsta
sutnitted by these 60 agencies.

Heads of all federal agsncies having fewer than 100 employees are responsible
for maintaining data on ciscrimination compleint activities and submitting
said dsta to EECC upon request.

Data analyzed in this report cover the pre-appellate portion of the complaint
process. This portion of the system operates as follows:

o A Federal Governmeat applicant or employee who believes s/he has been
discriminated against takes the problem to an agency EEQ counselor, who
attempts "o resolve it.

Stould the counselcr's efforts fail, the person may file & formal complaint
which the agency iuvestigates.

Upon completing its investigation, the agency makes the case records
available to the complainant and attempts to settle the matter.

Should the attempt at rettlement fsil, the agency presents the complainant
with a proposed disposition of the case.

The complainent can accept the proposal or request an agency decision
with or without a hearing before an EEOC Complaints Examiner.

1f a hearing 1s requested, :he case is sent to EEOC. A Complaints Exaainer
then holds a hearing on the matter and issues a Recommended Decision to the
agency.

The agency then issues a decision which may or msy not concur with
the recoumcndations made by the EEOC's Complaints Examiner.

B, Organizstion ard Methodology

This report is divided into five sections. Each of the following sections
containe an anaiysis of agency-provided data, from which, in most instances,
conclus'ons are drawn and/or recommendatior. are made. The tables in the
appendir of this report are:
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o Table I - Complaints Inventory Summary for FY-83;

o Table II - Counseling and Complaint Filing by Agency aud Number of
Full Time Poaitiona for FY-83;

o Table III - Agency Closure Rate: by Type of Cloaure for FY-83,

0 Table IV - Average dumber of Days tu Closure By Type of Cloaure for FY-83; and
o Table V ~ sgency Actione on Recommended Deciaiona Received from EEOC for FY-83.

Collection, computation, and analysis of the atatistical data were done nanually.
Statisti i1 aigniiicance testa or other atatistical refinements were not used.
Neverthelesa, to avoid distortion that can be fntroduced when very amall numbers
are involved, the analyses are based on the principle not to attach significance
to actiona taken on a given errpo of complainta 1f that group of complainta is
leas than 20 1n number.

Both meana and medians are provided for sous of the datas analyzed. The mean

P- wvidea a messure of perfcrmance of an agency compared with the Federal Govern-
ment as a whole. The median providea a mesaure against which a particular
agercy’s performance may be compared with other agencies' Performances. Por
this report, the mean 18 the arithmetic average number; and the median 1a the
number in an ordered set of valuea below and above which there are an equal
number of values. Thia report contains some analyses in which an ad justed

mean or median 1is used; that ia, the meana and the medfians have been adjusted
to exclude agenciea for which the data are incomp.ate or which had fewer than
20 complainta in the category being anal yzed.

C. Summary of Findings

The data in this report Juatify the need for a reviaion of the entire complaint
proceL ing system. The f ilowing is a summary of the findinga of thia report:

o While the government-wide inventory rose 18% over the las* three yeara,
the number of complaints filed rose by 242 for the aame pertod.

© Too many complaints are entering the aysteam that do not belong in the
system. Complaints are rejected because they are fileu untimely, do
not fall within the purview of the regulationa or because the isyue
filed is identical to an {ssue previously filed. The mean percentage
of complaints closed due to rejection in the federal ssctor wuma 15%.
In the private gector, only 4% of the cotslainta were cloaed due to
rejecrion during Fr-83.

o Time required to process complaints to a f1: 1 deciaion variea a great
deal from agency to agency but i moat cases .a much too long. For
example, the complaint proceasing time to cloaure by agency deciaion
varied from approximately 55 days to 3507 days, or approximately 10
yeara. The government-wide mean was 524 days to cloaure by agency
decision.

o Agencies with higher rates of withdrawls by complainants tend to take
longer in processing complaints.

-2 -
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o Although settlements take more than twice as long to schieve than in
the privete sector, an sppropriste number of complsints are being

closed by settlement. This is consistent with the oversll focus of
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act snd of the Age Discrimination
in Employment Act on concilistion of disputes.
o Agencies continue to sccept far more Recommended Decisions finding
no discrimination then those finding diacriminstion. When en EEOC
A Complaints Examiner 1ssues s Recommended Decision finding no discrimi-
nation, agencies accept 92% of these Recommended Decisions without
wmodification. When sn EEQC Complsints Examiner issues a Recommended
Decision finding discrimination, agencies accept 502 and modify 402
of these Recormended Decisiona.
.
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SECTION I
——

COMPLAINTS INVENTORY

In this section of the report, the number of complaints on hand at the beginning
of the reporting period 1a compared to the number of complaints on hand at the
end of the reporting period. The numerical change 1in those two figures {s the
rate of inventory growth or reduction.

L g
A. ANALYSIS
The following chart shows the government-wide rate of growth or reduction
in the {nventory for PY-81, FY-82 and PY-83:
»
1
A B c E ‘
(+) ) (=) RATE
COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS | COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS OF INVENTORY
GOV'T WIDE ON HAND FILED CLOSED ON HAND GROWTH OR
AT BEGINNING DURING THE | DURING THE AT END OF | REDUCTION
OF REPORTING | REPOKTING REPURTING REPORTING -
PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD NUMBER 3
FY-81 13,734 13,525 11,457 15,802 2,068 152
FY-82 15,848 13,861 14,720 15,193 (655) (42)
FY-83 15,259 16,770 15,770 16,259 1000 6.5

Thus , between the beginning of FY~81 and the end of FY-83 the government-wide
inventory growth rate was 18X, This was due in large part to the increase in
the number of complaints filed: the number of complaints filed in FY-83
Fepresented a 24X increase over the number filed in PY-81.

Table I shows inventory increase/decrease data for all agencies during FY-83.

During FY-83, the government-wide inventory of complaints in process increased
from 15,259 to 16,259, which 1s a gro¥th rate of 6.5X. More complaints were
closed government-wide during the reporting period than were on han; at the
beginning of the reporting period. The iapact of this accomplishment was
diminished by the significant increase in the number of complaints filed:

a 217 ° .crease gver the prior year. Therefore, the overall change was an
increase in tae number of complaints on hand at the end of the reporting period.

Fifteen agencies reported an inve «tory growth rate of more than 10%. Of thoge
15, only four had an inventory of 20 or more at the beginning of FY-83 and
their imventory {ncreases were as follows:

Rate of Growth

Inventory Inventory From Start of FY-83
Agenc 10/01/82 9/30/83 to Bnd of FY-83
Agency
Treasury 742 893 20.4%
Veterans Administration 1390 1674 20.4%
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Housing and Urban Developaent 133 151 13.5%
Poatal Service 5275 5886 11.6%

Conversely, twenty-one agencies reported an inventory reduction rate of mire
than 10X during FY-83. Of thoae 21, only seven }.d an inventory of 20 or
more at the beginning of FY-83 and their decreases in inventory were as

follows:
v Rate of eduction
Inventory Inventory Proa Start of FY-83
Agency 10/01/82 9/30/83 to End of FY-83
Agency for International
Development 3t 23 25.8%
) Tennessee Valley Authority 301 228 24.3%
NASA 35 28 20.0%
Office of Personnel Management 35 29 17.1%
Education 109 96 11.92
Tranaportation 334 296 11.42
Energy 47 42 10.6%

The followving chart illustrates ranking of agencies by inventory growth rate:

Percent Change in
Inventory from

Beginning
Agency FY-83) to End FY-83
Federal Labor Relations Authority (1o0)!
Federal Mediation & Conciliation Service (100)
Railroad Retirecent Board (60)
Civil Aeronautics Board (50)
Federal Communicsations Commission (40)
Federal Emergency Management Agency (40)
International Trade Commission (40)
Merit Systems Protection Board (38)
Fedei.. Deposit Insurance Corporation (33)
Commission On Civil Rights (33)
Commudity Futures Trading Commission (29)
Central Intelligence Agency @n
Agency for International Development (26)
Tennessee Vail2y Authority (24)
National Aeronautics & Space Admiristration (20)
National Science Fsundation (20)
Office Of Personnel Management an
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (13)
Education (12)
Transportation (1
Energy (€33
Commerce (8)

1 Parentheses indicate a negative growth rate (1.¢. . & decrease in inventory).
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Percent Change in
Invertory from

Beginning
Agency FY-83 to End F1-83
Environmental Protection Agency (7)
Small Business Administrstion (7)
Government Printing Office (6)
Lebor (5)
Satthsonisn Institution (5)
Agricul ture (2)
Interior (1)
Nstional Endowment for the Arts 0
Arms Control & Digsrmament Agency
Pension Benefit Guarsnty Corporstion 0
Federal Maritime Commission 0
Psnama Cansl Commission 0
United Ststes Information Agency 0
Defense (Totsl) 1
Justice 4
Heslth and Human Services 5
State 6
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 7
Genersl Services Administrstion 10
Postsl Service 12
Housing end Urban Devel opment 14
Federal Howe Losn Bank Board 14
ireasury 20
Veterans Administrstion 20
Interstate Commerce Conmission 23
Federal Trade Commission 25
Export-Import Bank 25
Adninistrstive Office of the U.S. Courts 50
Federal Regerve Board 67
Action 80
Securities and Exchange Commission 89
National Labor Relstions Board 91
Consumer Product Safety Commission 100
Soldiers' & Airmen's Home 300
Farm Credit Administration N/A
Nstionsl Endowment for the Humanities N/A
Nstionsl Credit Union Administration N/A
Selective Service System N/A

B. CONCLUS IONS /RECOMMENDATIONS
O/ FUENVA TIONS

The growth in inventories of federsl agencies can be reduced by revising

the complaint processing system to make it more efficient and cost-effective.
Until such s revision can be implemented, sgencies ghould improve their

case management systems , develop more effective csse monitoring snd trscking
systems , and a'tempt to settle complsints during all stages of the complsint
processing procedure.
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SECTION II

COUNSELING CONTACTS AND COMPIAINTS FiLED,
—

BY AGENCY AND NUMBER OF FULL-TIME POSITIONS

Aun spplicent or employee who believes s/he has been discriminsted agsinst may
take the problem to en agsncy EEO counsslor, who Sttempts to resolve it.
Should the counselor's efforts feil, the person may file s formal complaint.
In this ssction, deta concerning agsncy counseling & 1 complaints filed

sre exsained.

The number of persont raceiving counseling pe: 1-time permanent

agency employees (adjusted to exclude agencies . ting the number of
full "time positions) .ose between FY-81 end FY-8. sversge number wms
20.2 in FY-81; 21.0 1n FY-82;: and 25.7 in FY-83. aumber of compleints

filed per 1000 full-time permanent sgency employees (djusted to exclude
sgencies not reporting number of full-time positions) alsn rose over the
ssme time period: The sversge number was 4.6 in F¥-81; 4.8 in FY-82; end
5.8 in FY-83. The number of compleints filed es @ percent of counseling
contscts remained steady: it was 23.0% in FY-81 and FY-82; and decreased
slightly to 22.6X in FY-83.

The number of persons counseled end compleiuts filed by agency sre displayed
in Teble II. Although 22 categories of issues sre listed on EEOC Yorm 462,
more then 40X of all issues alleged were concentrated in only four cstegories

(promotion, harsssment (nou-sexual), reprimand, end teraination). The following

chart provides dsta sbout the issues slleged in formal complsints:

¥ of % of tozsl sllegstions
Issue Alleged allegstions in complaints filed
Promotion 3,187 14.3
Harsssment (non-sexual) 2,029 9.1
Reprimand 2,024 9.1
Teraination 1,748 7.8
Suspension 1,518 6.8
Appointment 887 4.0
Resssignaent 810 3.6
Time and Attendance 785 3.5
Assignment of Duties 692 3.1
Non-wmerit pay 66¢ 3.0
Yorking Conditions 599 2,7
Treining S46 2.4
Reinstatement 477 2.1
Merit Pay 406 1.8
Duty Hours 365 1.6
Pay/including overtime 309 1.4
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Sexual Harsssment
Awards

Examination tes
Converaion to full-time
Retirement

Other

More than one-third of all alleged bases were concentrated in the categories
It should be noted thst complainants often
allege wore than one issue and/or basis. Dats about bases alleged in formal
complaints ar: shown in the following chart:

of race (Black) and sex (female).

Bases Alleged

Race, Black

Sex, Female

Race, Other

Reprisal

Sex, Male

Age

Handicap, Physical
Race, White

Nstional Origin, Hispanin
National Origin, Other
Religion

Hand{cap, Mental

t of % of total bases
allegations alleged in complaiats filed
5,629 22.7
3,520 14.2
2,607 10.5
2,539 10.2
2,227 9.0
2,096 8.5
1,719 6.9
1,631 6.6
918 3.7
824 3.3
758 3.1
329 1.3

lsa-veul agencies w th large work loads are misreporting issues, ir that they
are reporting that most allegations raise {ssues other than the 20 1isted

on the reporting fora.

160
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SECTION III

COMPLAINT CLOSURES

Complaints are closed by rejection, cancellation, withdrawal, settlement or
agency decision. Government-wide and agency dats are provided for each of
these types of closure below and in Table IIL.

A. Rejections

A complaint may be rejected because it is untimely, outside the purview of
the regulations (lack of jurisdiction), and/or because the complaint is
identical to one previously fi’ed.

1. ANALYS IS

The following charts show the percentages of all complaints closed which
were closed by rejection in £Y-81, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
Mean Median Mean Median
Fi-81 | 16.0% 9.0% FY-81 16.5% 12.02
FY-82 ] 15.0% 9.02 F1-82 15.1% 13.02
FY-83 | 15.42 8.02 l F1-83 15.4% 10.92

Of agencies closing 20 or more complainta, the following rejected complaints
at rates higher than the mean and median rates for ail agencies: the Office
of Personnel Management rejected complaints at & rate more than three times
the mean rate - 53.6% (15 rejections of 28 closures); General Sevvices
Administration at a rate of 18.3X (17 rejections of 93 cloaures); Postal
Service at a rat: of 17.8% (1,782 rejections of 9,994 clu~nres); and Energy
at a rate of 16..% (5 rejections of -~ .los res). The followiry chart
{1lustrates a ranking of agencies with 20 or more closures by percentage of
closures that wer2 rejections:

Total Closures by X of Closures
Agency Closures Rejection by Rejection
National Aeronautics & Space Admin. 27 0 0.0
Education 31 0 0.0
Small Business Adminstration 30 1 3.3
Intarior 168 8 4.0
Agricul ture 199 12 6.0
Equal Employment Opportunity Comm. 90 6 6.7
Justice 181 13 7.2
Commerce 75 [ 8.0
Transportation 271 24 8.9
- 9 -
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Totsl Closures by X of Closures

Agency Closures _Rejaction by Rejaction
Heslth gnd Human Servicen 479 48 10.0
. Eavironmental Protection Agency 64 7 10.9
Tennessee Valley Authority 234 26 11.1
Defense (Total) 2,771 319 11.5
Labor 121 14 11.6
Tressury 291 34 11.7
Housing snd Urban Development 85 il 12.9
Veterans Administrstion 316 46 14.6
Energy 30 5 16.7
Postsl Service 9,99 1782 17.8
General Services Administration 94 17 18.1
Of fice of Personnel Management 28 15 53.6

2, CONCLUS IONS /RECOMMENDATIONS

From FY-81 through FY=83, the mesn percentsge of closures by rejection hss
remained relatively constsnt. While 15% of fed2ral complaints were closed
due to rejection, the percentage of charges closed in the private sector
chsrge processing system for the same reasons was only 4X during FY-83. Thie
contrast is significent. Federsl complainants generslly complete a complaint
form or letter without assistsnce from a person who hss expertisa in the area
of EEO lsw. This lack of professionsl sssistance may contribute to the large
nuaber of complsints which are rejected becsuse they sre beyond the purview
of the regulations.

B. Cancellstions

Complaints gre cancelled when the compiainent fsils to prosecute the clsim.
The following chsrts show the percentsges of all complsints closed which were
closed by cance’lation in FY-81, FY-82 gnd FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies wvith 20 or more closures.
_— Mesn Medisn Mesn Median
FY-81 6.02 0.02 -8l 5.4% 5.0%
—
FY-82 6.0% 0.02 FY-82 5.6% 6.0%
FY-83 6.2% 3.2% FY-83 6.1 9.4%

The three agencies with the highest percentages in this category were: The
Department of ommerce (14.7% 11 cancellations of 75 cloz  8); the Department
of labor (14.0% - 17 cancellstions of 121 closures); snd Small Business
Adoinistration (13.3% ~ 4 cancellacions of 30 closures). The following chsrt
illustrates a ranking of agencies with 20 or more closures by the percentage
of closures that were cancellstions:

- 10 -
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Totel Closurss by X of Closures
enc Closures Cancellstion by Cencellstion
Commerce 75 11 14.7
Labor | 3 S 17 14.0
Small Business Adminstrstion 30 4 13.3
Equal Employment Ojjortunity Cosm. 90 1 12.2
- Vetersns Administretion 3i6 k1] 12.0
Trensportstion 271 30 11.1
Genersl Services Administretion 94 10 10.6
Justice 181 19 10.5
Energy 30 3 10.0
Housing snd Urban Development 85 6 9.4
R Eavironments: Prctection Agency 64 6 9.4
Treasury : 291 20 6.9
Defsnse (Totsl) 2,771 173 6.2
Postsl Service 9,994 573 5.7
Tennessee Valley Authority 234 9 3.8
Netional Aeronautics & Space Adamin. 27 1 3.7
Office of Personnel Management 28 1 3.6
Educetion ki 1 3.2
Heslth end Human Services 479 10 2.1
Agriculture 199 4 2.0
Interior 168 1 0.6

C. Withdreswals

A complsint may be closed by withdrawsl at any time after the complaint has
been filed. Agencies have been sdvised to report withdrawals with corrective
sction ss settlements.

1. ANALYSIS

The following cherts show the percentages of all complaints closed which were
closed by withdrawal in FY-81, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
Mean Medien Mesn Medien
Y -81 34.0X | 19.0% FY-81 34.3% 32.02
FY-82 22.0% 9.02 FY-82 21.92 19.02
FY-83 18.72 7442 | -83 18.82 12.82

Of the sgencies with 20 or more closures, the three sgencies with the highest
percentages in this category were: the Department of the Tressury (32.3% -
04 withdrewals of 291 closures); the Vetersns Administration (29.42 - 93
withdrawmls of 316 closures); snd the Departuent of Educstion (29% - 9 with-
drewals of 31 closures).

- 11 -
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The following chart {llustrates a ranking of agencies with 20 or more c‘osures
by percentage of closures that were withdrawmlas:

Total Cloaures by % of Closures

Agency Cloasurea Withdrawls by Wi.hdrawals
Small Businesa Adminstration 30 0 0.0
Interior 168 0 0.0
Office of Peracnnel Management 28 1 3.6
Agriculture 199 7 3.5
Labor 121 5 4.l
Tennessee Valle: Austhority 234 11 4.7
Commerce 75 4 5.3
National Aeronsutics & Space Admfn. 27 2 7.4
Housing and Urban Developament 85 9 10.6
Equal Employment Opportunity Comm. 90 10 1.1
General Services Administration 94 12 12.8
Health and Ruman Services 479 62 12.9
Energy 30 4 13.3
Justice 181 26 14.4
Transportation 271 46 17.0
Defense (Total) 2,771 92 17.8
Postal Service 9,994 2027 20.3
Environmental Frotection Agency 64 14 21.9
Education 31 9 29.0
Veterans Administration 316 3 29.4
Treasury 291 94 32.3

2. CONCLUS IONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

From FY-81 through FY-B83, the lovernment-wide rate at which complaints are
closed by withdrawal decriased . 2 a mean of 341 to 18.8%.

The three agenciea with the highest rates of withdrawals (Tressury, Veterans
Adminiatration and Education) had a conalatently higher-than-sverage number
of days to closures of all types. Complainants may withdraw at higher rates
at these agencies because of the longer processing times. Thus, agencies
that decresse processiug times could reduce the number of withdrawals by
complainants,

- 12 -
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D. Settlements

A settlement may occur st sny time afcer the complaint has been filed. A
settlement is s written agreement signed by the complainant and an agency
official.

1. ANALYSIS

The following chsrts show the government-wiue percentages of complsints which
were closed by settlement in FY-8!, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
I Mesn Median Mean Medisn
FY-81 11.0% 7.0% FY-8l1 11.22 9.0%
FY-82 28.0% 18.0% FY-82 28.32 25.0%
FY-83 | 31.4% | 25.0% | FY-83 | 31.4% | 22.2%

Of agencies with 20 or more closures, thc Office of Personnel Management had
the lowest settlement rate, 3.6X (1 settlement of 28 closures). The following
chart {llustrates a ranking of agencies with 20 or more closures by percentage
of closures that were settlements:

Total Closures by % of Closures

Agency Closures Settlemeats by Settlements
Interior 168 132 78.6
Agricultnre 199 108 54.3
National Aeronautics & Space Adm.n. 27 14 51.9
Labor 12} 50 41.3
General Services Administration 94 36 38.3
Postal Service 9,994 3579 35.8
Justice 181 61 33.7
Commerce 75 22 29.3
Education 31 9 2%.0
Small Business Adminstration 3o 8 26.7
Tennessee Valley Authority 234 52 22.2
Treasury 251 63 21.6
Transportation 271 56 20.7
Defense (Total) 2,71 542 19.6
Equal Employment Opportunity Comm. °0 17 18.9
Housing and Urban Development 85 15 17.6
Health and Human Services 479 79 16.5
Environmental Protection Agency 64 10 15.6
Energy 30 4 13.3
Veterans Administration 316 37 11.7
Office of Personnel Management 28 1 3.6

- 13 -
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The four ag-ncles with more then 20 total closures during FY-83 that had the
highsst percentages of gettlement were: the Department of the Irterior (78.6% -
132 settlements of 168 closures); the Department of Agriculture (54.3% ~ 108
ssttlements of 199 closures) the Netionsl Aersnsutics and Space Administration
(51.9% - 14 gettlsments of 27 clnsutes); the Department of Labor (41.3% - 50
settlements of 121 closutes); and the General Ssrvices Administration (38.3% -
36 settiements of 94 closures).

As part of the hearings process, EEOC Complaints Examins. s attempt settlement
of complaints. During FY-83, 35X of the cuses closed by EEOC Complaints
Exsriners were sett'ed, identical to the FY-82 rate of 35%. These actions
constituted spproximately 10X of all settlements schieved in the federal
sector administrstive complaint process during FY-83.

2. CONCLUSION

From FY-81 through FY-83, the government-wide rate at vhich complaints were
closed by gettlement continued to increase. This is consistent with the
overall focus of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act snd the Age Discriminstion
in Employment Act on concilistion of disputes.

E. Agency Decisions on the Merits:

An sgency decision an the merits is either a finding of discrimination or
of no discrimination which is rendered by the sgency sfter the complainant
has had arn upportunity to review the agency’s proposed disposition and, if
%0 requested , has received a hearing and s recommended decision by an EEOC
Complaints Exaainer.

. AMALYSIS

Tue following charts show the percentages cf complaints which were ciosed by
agency decisions on the merita in FY-81, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
Mean Median Mean Medisn
FY-81 | 33.0%2 33.02 t FY-81 32.62 34.0%
FY-82 | 29.0% 33.02 FY-82 29.1% 38.02
FY-83 | 28.4% 37.0% [ FY-83 28.3% 38.72

- 14 -
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The following chart shows tho~e agencies, of sgencies with 20 or more closures,
that processed 50X or more of their complsints to agency decision:

TOTAL NUMBER COMPLAINTS CLOSED BY
OF ASENCY DEGCISIONS
AGENCY COMPLAINTS CLOSED TOTAL NUMBER PERCENTAGE
. Heslth and Human Services 479 280 58.5%
Tennessse Valley Authority 234 136 58.1%
Small Busineas Administrstion 30 17 56.7%
Air Force 741 404 54.5%
Aray 636 341 53.6%
a Equsl Eaployment 90 46 51.1%

Opportunity Commission

The following chart 1llustrates a ranking of sgencies with 20 or more closures
by the percentage of losires that were agency devisions.

Totai Closures by % of Closures by
Agency Closures Agency Decisions Agency Decisions
Interior 168 27 16.1
General Services Administration 94 19 20.2
U.S. Postal Service 9994 2033 20.3
Treasury 291 80 27.5
Labor 121 35 8.9
Veterans Adainistration 316 102 32.3
Agriculture 199 68 34.2
Justice 181 62 34.3
Office of Personnel Management 28 10 35.7
Nastionsl Aeronautics & Space Admin. 27 10 37.0
Education 3l 12 38.7
Enviromental Protection Agency 64 27 42.2
Trans portstion 271 115 42.4
Comserce 75 32 42.7
Defense 2771 1245 44.9
Energ) n 14 40.7
Housing & Urban Development 85 42 49.4
Equal Employmet Opportunity Comm. 90 46 5t.1
Small Business Adminiatration 30 17 56.7
Tennessee Valley Authority 234 136 58.1
Heslth snd Human Services 479 280 58.5
- 15 -
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2. CONCLUSION

A najor objectfve of the discrimination complaint processing system is re-
solving coup!aints at the earliest possible stage.

Governmernt-wide, from FY-8] through FY-83, the rate at which complaints are

closed by ageacy decision has contirued to decrease. Approximately 72% of the
csaes are resolved prior to sgency decision.

- 16 -
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SECTION IV

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS TO CLOSURE, BY TYPE OF CLOSURE

Data coveri~g the aversge numbur of dsys to closure by t » were reported in the
following five catesories: Rejections, cancellations, Withirzwels, Settlements,
snd Agency Decisions. Tu: oversll average time frsme for sll closures wms 308

)
dsys in FY-83, g¢s compared to 37% dsys in FY-82 gnd 303 days in FY-81 Tsble
IV ghows average number of dsys to esch type of closure sud for sll closures
for sll reporting agencier

a A. Rejection:

A complaint may be rejected becsuse it is untimely, becaise it Zs outside the
putviaw of the regulations (lack of jurisdiction), snd/or because the coaplaint
is identical to one previously filed.

1. ARALYSIS

The following charts show the averag® numb:r of deys to closure by rejectfon
in FY-81, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
Mean Median Mean Medisn
FY-81 134 128 FY-81 134 133
FY-82 130 13} FY-82 130 136
FY-83 88 ‘ 93 FY-83 88 105

The following three agencies required considerably longer periods of time to
close by rejection .han most: the Environmental P otection Agency (389
days); the Department of Agriculture (339 days); and the Department of the
Treasury (281 days).

-17-
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Ths following chart 1ll stretes s renking of agsncies with 20 or more closures
by rejsction:

Avsrags Number of

Days to Closure by

Agency —__Rejection
Nstionsl Aeronsutice & Space Adamin. N/A
Education N/A
Small Businsss Administrstion 54 ’
Tennessec Valley Authority 64
Heslth end Human Services 66
Postal Service 76
Labor 82
Dafenss (Totsl) 87 [
Genersl Services Adainistration 93
Office of Psrsonne! M¥anagement 104
Housing snd Urbsn Development 105
Equal Employment Opportumity Comm. 161
Energy 162
Intsrior 164
Commercs 186
Vetersns Adminstration 188
Trsnsportstion 204
Tressury 282
Juatics 303
Agriculturs 341
Environmentsl Protection Agency 389

2. CONCLUS TONS /RECOMMENDATIONS
From FY-81 through FY-83, the government-wide sversge r.umber of days to closure
by rejection hes decressed from 134 to 88, This trend is ,nsitive but must
continue, since the decision to reject or not to reject is s “elatively strasight-
forward one and should not ts«e slmoat three months.
B. Csncellstion:

Coaplaints are cancelled when the complsinant fails to prosecute ths claim.

The following cherts show the sversge number of days to closure by cancsllation
in FY-81, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more cloaurss
Mesu Medisn Maan Madian
—— —_——n
FY-81 350 253 Y-8l 350 184
FY-82 LM 337 n-82 367 337 l
FY-83 288 435 FY-83 286 476 I
-!e_
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Of agenciea with 20 or more cloaurea, aix agencie
perioda of time than moat: the Environmental Protection Agency
the Departsent of the Interior (1083 days)
the National Aeronautica and Spsce Adminiatration (668 days); the Department
of Labor (661 days); the Department of the Treaaury
Adminiatration (582 days). The following chart raa

cloaurea that are cancellationa:

enc

office of Peraonnel Management
Small Buainess Adminiatration
Poatal Service

Equal Employment Opportunity Comm.
Defenae (Total)

Tennesaee Valley Authority
Health and Human Services
Agricul ture

Tranaportation

Energy

Housing and Urban Development
General Servicea Adminiatration
Education

Commerce

Veterans Adainistration
Treaaury

Labor

National Aeronautics & Space Admin.
Justice

Interior

Environmental Protection Agency

C. Withdrawal:

A complaint may be closed by withdrawal by the ¢
the coaplaint has been filed. Agencies have bee

107

with corrective actions as settlements.

1. ANALYSIS

; the Department o
(634 days); and the Vaterana
ks agenciea by percent of

Average Nusber of Days
to Closure by Cancellatious

a required conaiderably longer

130
151
188
261
309
365
371
435
440
463
476
512
538
560
582
634
661
668
684
1083
1214

onplainant at any time after
n advised to report withdrawala

The following charts show the average number of days to cloaure by

in FY-81, FY=82 ¢nd FY-83:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

- 19-

111

(1214 days);
f Juatice (684 days);



108

GOVE.NMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 .r more closures
Mean = Median Mean Median
Fi-81 Jo8 06 l FY-81 Jus 341
FY-82 308 Jeh FY-82 308 317
FY-83 206 280 | , ¥y -33 206 3

Of sgencies with 20 or more 20 closurea, three sgenciss required conaidersbly
longer periods of time than most. the Department of Uommerce (756 days); the
Environmentsl rotection Agency (714 davs); snd the Veterans Administration
(538 days). The foliawing char: 1llustrates a ranking of agencies with 20 or
more cloaures by thia type of c'osure:

Aversge Number of Days

Agenc to Closure by Withdrawal
Interior N/A
Small Business Admin. N/A
Postsl Service 163
Labor 171
Defense (Total) 203
Tennessee Vglley Authority 2¢°
National Aeronautics & Space Admin. 211
Equal Employment Opportunity Comm. 225
Office of Personnel Management 249
Health and Human Services 256
Justice 280
Housing and Urban Development 311
Genersl Services Adminfstration 354
Educatioa 397
Tressur y 436
Agricul ture 443
Energy 503
Transportation 523
Environmental Protection Agency 714
Veterans Adminisrration 743
Comnerce 756

2, CONCLUSIONS/anZCOMMENJATIONS

From FY-8l through FY-83, the government-wide average numbcr of days to closure
by withdrawal has decreased from 308 to 206. This 1s a poaitive trend that
must be continued. Since withdrawal 1s nost likely to occur becaure the
complainant finds the case is taking too long, improved case management and
and 2 more efficient svstem for proceseing would have a clear impact on the
rate and timing of withdra.als by compainsnts.
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D. bettlement:
A gettlement may occur st sny time sfter the complaint has been filed. A
sattlement 1s s written agreement signed by the complainant and an agency
officiel.

1. ANALYSIS

The following charts show the average number of deys to closure by settlement
in FY-81, FY-82 gnd FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-WIDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
* - Mean Medisn Mean Medien
FY-81 342 383 ry-8l1 318 293
FY-82 328 443 FY-82 326 441
FY-83 286 489 FY-83 279 514

Of the sgencies with 20 or more closures, the five agenciea with the longest
periode of time to closure by settlement were: the Department of Educiiion
(1528 deys); the Swmall Business A‘minstration (934 deys); the Environmental
Protmction Agency (796 days); the Department of Trsnsportstion (778 days);
snd the Veterans Administretion (743 deys). The rollowing chert illustretes
. ranking of sgencies with 20 or more closures by settlement:

Aversge Number of uvays

Agency to Closure by Settlement
Office ot Personnel Mansgemer: 45
Genersl Services Administration 193
Postsl Service 208
Tenneassee Velley Authority 337
Energy 353
Equal Employmer. Opportunity Comm. 358
Labor 374
Nstional Aeronsutics & Space Admin. 392
Defense (Totsl) 396
Health snd Human Services 465
Agriculture 514
Tressury 524
Justice 534
Housing end Urban Development 537
Interior 592
Commerce 618
Trensportetion 667
Veterans Adninistrstion 743
Envir~nmental Protection Agency 796
Small Business Administrstion 951
Educstion 1528
- 21 -

. BEST COPY AVAILABLE 114
ERIC 5

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- 110

2. CONCLUS IONS /RECOMMENDATIONS

From FY-81 through FY-33, the government-vide average number of days to closure
by settlement decreased from 342 to 286. This is a positive trend and must
continue.

Settlements occurred an average of 9.5 months after the complaints werc filed
in the federal sec*-r, compared to four months after the complaints were filed
in the private gec. extended periol of time in the federal gector may
reflect, in part, that ..y agencies still attempt settlement of formal com—
plaints only after the investigation haa been completed. It is that point

at which the regulations require that attempt at informal sdjustment of
the complaint be made. At go late a stage in processing, when the pasaage

of time and the investigation itself have diminished th2 conciliatory bent

of the parties, the chances of a successful settlement are considerably less
than they are shortly after filing. It ia, therefore, recommended that
agenciea require settlement attempts earlier in the complaint process.

E. Agency Decision on the Merits:

23 agency decision on the merits ia either a finding of discrimination or
of ro discrimination shich is rendered by the agency after the complainant
has had an opportunity to review the agency's proposed disposition and,

if so requested, has received a hearing and a Recommended Decision by an
EEOC Complaints Examiner.

1. aANALYSIS

The folloving charts show the average number »f days to closure by agency
decision in FY-81, FY-82 and FY-83:

GOVERNMENT-W IDE Agencies with 20 or more closures.
Mean Median Mean Madiax
FY-31 611 598 FY-81 606 716
FY-82 595 611 FY-82 595 684
-85 | 524 701 | FY-83 519 833
-22-
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Of aganciss with mors then 20 closurss, the aix sgenciss requiring ths longest
period of time to closure by agancy decision wera: the Dapartsent of Educstion
(1,728 days - almoat 5 years); the Environmentsl Protection Agency (1,376

deys - ovar 4 yesrs); the Dapartment of Comm.rce (1,240 deys - ovar 3 yesrs); tte
Nationsl Aeronsutics snd Spaca Adminstration (1054 days almost 3 yeara); the
Dapartment of Justice (1024 days - almost 3 yasrs); snd tha Vatersns Adminstration
(1000 days almost 3 yesrs). The following chart 11lustrates s renking of
sgancies by svarage number of days to closure by agsncy decision:

Avarage of Days to

Closure
By Agency Decisions
. Agency On _the Marits
Postal Sarvice 372
Equal Employment Opportunity Coum. 453
Transportstion 467
Tennessee Valley Authority 593
Dafense (Total) 552
Office of Personnel Mansgement 583
Energy 503
Heslth and Human Services 608
Interior 646
Genersl Services Administrstion 676
labor 833
Housing end Urban Development 907
Agriculture 914
Justice 932
Small Business Administrstion 949
Tressury 963
Vetersns Adsinistration 1000
National Aeronsutics & Space Admin. 1054
Commerce 1241
Eavironsentsl Protection Agency 1376
Education 1728

2. CONCLUS IONS /RECOMMENDATIONS

From FY-81 through FY-83, the government-wide everage number ot days to closure
by sgency decision lecressed fros 611 to 524, This is 8 positive trend end
aust continue.

However, the complsint processing time to cloaure by sgency decision on the
merits varies from 55 days to 3507 days or spproximctely 10 yesrs. The
government-wide mesr ws 524 days to closure by sgency decision. Congress

envisioned 180 days as the sppropriste time period for the issusnce of an
sgency deciaion.
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F. Totsl Cloaures:

With each of the five types of cloeures experiencing a decline in the average
number of days to procesa each, the average number of days for all typea

of cloaures waa 308 days in FY-83, a conaiderable decresae from FY-82'p
average of 374 days.

1. AMALYSIS

The four agencies which had a conaiderably longer period of time to closure
were: the Department of Education (1245 days); the Environmentsi Protection
Agency (1017 days); the Department of Commerce (848 days); and the Small
Businesa Adminiatration (813 days). The following chart shows those agencies

with 20 or more cloaures by their average number of days to cloaure: N
Total Averag: Number of

Agency Closures Days to Cloaure
U.S. Postal Service 9994 208

Office of Peraonnel Management 28 279

Equal Employment Opportunity Comm. 90 367
Defense 2771 391
Tennesaee Valley Authority 234 398
General Services Administration 9% 452
Justice 181 453
Energy 30 469
Health and Human Services 479 480
Transportation 271 483

Labor 121 505
Interior 168 583
Treasury 291 596
National Aeronautics & Space Admin. 27 634
Housing & Urban Dev<lopment 85 634
Agricul ture 199 636
Veterans Adainistration 316 665

Small Business Admfniatration 30 813
Commerce 75 848
Enviromental Frotection Agency 64 1017
Education 31 1245

1. CONCLUS IONS /RECOMMENDA TIONS

The decrease in the average number of deys for all types of cloaures from
the previous year is, certainly, a positive trend. However , more effort
must be made turther to decresse those procesaing times.
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SECTIUON V

AGENCY ACTIONS ON RECOMMENDED DECISIONS OF COMMISSION COMPLAINTS EXAMINERS

A complainant has the right to an agency decision with or without a hearing.
wWhen a hearing 1s requested, an EEOC Complaints Examiner attempts settlement

’ and/or conducts the hearing and recommends to the agency a finding of , or no
finding of , discrizination.

1. ANALYSIS
. The following charts show the actions taken by agencies on the Recommended
Decisions of the EzIC Complaints Examiners government-wide in FY-81, FY-82
ard FY-83:

When the EEOC Complaints Examiner Recomcends
a Finding of Discrimination, Agencies:

Accept Modify Reject

No. 174 33 217
FY-81

2 41.02 8.0% 51,02

No. 166 30 167
FY-82

2 46.0% 8.0% 46,02

No. 181 39 143
FY-83 ]

- 49.9% |  10.7% 39.4%

When the EEOC Complaints Eraminer Recommends
a Finding of No Discrimination, Agencie :

Accept Modify Reject

No.| 731 15 6
Y-8l

% | 97.02 | 2.02 1.0%

No.| 829 41 49
FY-82

% [ 90.0%2 | 4.07 5.0%

Nc.| 1052 N
FY-8)

x| 916z | 7.9 0.43
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Teble V provices the sbove dets by agency for FY-83. Of the 363 exoc!
Recommended Decisions finding di -riminetion, ths agencies sccepted 181, or
49.92. Of the 1,148 Recommended Jecisions finding no diacriminstion, the
agencies sccepted 1041 or 90.7X.

The following chert shows the nine sgencies thet reported taking sction oa 20
or more Recommended Decisions received from the Cowslssion:

% of Mndings of X of r'indings of
Dincriminst’on No Diecriminstion
Agency Accepted Accepted
Tressury 0 28% *
Veterans Administrstion 0 LT3
Postsl Service 50 Yut
Defense (Totsl) 50 95
Health and Human Services 1%
Housing end Urban Development 100
Justice 100
Trensnortetion 4 100
Tenn~see~ Valley Authority 100 100

* All other actions by the sgency on Recommended Decisions finding no dis-
crimination were modificetions (none was a rejectioa).

2. CONCLUS JONS /RECOMMENDATIONS

Between FY-81 and FY-83, when the EEOC Complsints Exsminers recommended
findings of discriminstion, agencies sccepted them an aversge of 44X of the
time, modified them en average of 9% of the time, and rejected them 462 of
the time.

During the same period, when the EEOC Complsints Examiners recommended findings
of no discriminstion, agencies sccepted them 93% of the time, modified thea
5% of the time, snd rejected them 2% of the tiae.

It 15 ressonsble to expect some differeaces betwee1 the rate st which sn
sgency sccepts Recommended Decisions finding discrimin.tion snd the rate st
which an sgency sccepts Recommended Decisions finding no discrimination. N
However , the disperity for the first eight sgencies listed ‘ove is coneider~
sble. These sgencies should exsmine ielevent decisions t. .etermine why

such differences exist between the EEOC Complainta Exsminera' recomsendstions
and the agencies' gctions.
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TABLE I COMPLAINTS INVENTORY SUMMARY POR FY-83

+) [&2] (=) RATE
AGENCY COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS 0F INVENTORY
ox ON HAND rILED CLOsED ON HAND GROWTH OR
DEPARTMENT AT BEGINNING DURING THE DURING THE AT BND OF REDUCTION
OF REPOR1ING REPORTING KEPORTING REPORTING
PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD ER ) 4
5 [ 2 9 L) 80.0
Action
Administrative Office ) [ L) [ 2 50.0
of the U.S. "ourts
Agency for Internstionsl 3% 8 16 23 (3) (25.8)
402 192 199 395 [ (x.7)
[Aras Control & Dissrmament 1 0 0 T [+] 0.0
Agsncy
il T ) 8 (3) (27.3)
Csntral Intelliigence Agency
2 0 [} [} [(}) (50.0)
Civil Aeronautics Bosrd
161 62 75 148 (13 (8.1)
Commarcs
15 3 8 10 (%) (33.3)
Comnission on Civil Rights
{Comsodity Futuras Treding 7 3 S S (2) (28.6)
Commisslon
Consumer Product Ssfaty 3 3 0 [ 3 100.0
Comnission
3545% 2815 2771 3589 L1} 1.2
D 4NSE
- LIV 537 7a1 863 (E1)) (X0
Air Forcs
926 709 636 1029 73 7.6
Aray
143 185 122 206 [3) ’.1
Defenss logistics Agency
1329+ 1047 1079 1297 032) (2.4)
Navy
200+ 187 193 194 (6) (3.0)
Othar Defsnss

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

A-L

119

STt



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COMPLAINTS INVENTORY SUMMARY POR fY-83

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

(+) - =) RATE
AGENCY COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS OF IN“ENTORY
OoR ON HAND rILED CLOSED ON HAND GRONTH OR
DEPARTHENT AT BEGINNING DURING THE DURING THE AT END OF REDUCTION
OF REPORTING REPORTING REPORTING REPORTING
PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD NUMBER 4
10 18 31 K (11.9y
Mucetion
47 25 30 42 } (10.6)
Energy
Environmental Protaction 148 54 64 138 (10) (6.8)
ency
Equal Employment Opportunity 213 105 90 228 15 7.0
Commission
.3 L Z 10 5.0
Export/Inport Bank
0 1 0 1 1 0.0
Farm Cradit Adminiatration
Paderal Communications 10% 0 [ [ ) (40.0)
Commisaion
Federal Deposft Inauranca 12 3 9 8 (%) (33.3)
Corporation
Fedaral Emergancy Managesent 5 [} ¥ 3 @) (40.0)
anc
i+ 5 % 8 T 14,3
Federsl Home loan Bank Board
Pedaral Lsbor Relations T 2 3 0 0 [(100.0)
Authority
2 2 2 2 0 C.0
Faderal Maritime Commission
Federal Mediation and 1 0 1 0 (1) [(100.0)
Conciliation Servica
3 3 1 5 2 66.7
Faderal Reaerva Board
[ 11 10 S T 25.0
(Federal Trade Commission
General Services 82% 102 9% %0 [ 3.8
| Administration
7 7 18 16 m G.9
Govarnment Printing Offica
A-2
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TABLE I COMPLAINTS INVENTORY SUMMARY FOR FY-83
+) (=) (=) RATE
AGENCY COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS OF INVENTORY
OoR ON HAND FILED CLOSED ON HAND GROWTH OR
DEPARTMENT AT BEGINNING DURING THE DURING THE AT ENL OF REDUCTION
OF REPORTING RCPOPTING REPORTING REPORT _ «
PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD NUMBER 2
621 512 %79 654 5.3
Health & Human Services
133 103 85 151 18 13.5 .
Housing & Urban Developaent
563 160 168 555 ®) (1.4)
Interior
International Trade 5 0 2 3 (2) {40.0)
Conmission
Interstate Commerce 13» 10 7 16 3 23.1
Commission
593 204 181 616 23 3.9
Justice
- 133 % 7T %8 T K CT5)) =
Labor -3
Merit Systams Protection 8 7 10 5 B [ (37.5)
Board
[Netional Aeronautics and 35 20 27 28 [¢)) (20.0)
Space Adminiatration
National Cradit Union [] 1 0 1 1 0.0
Administration
National Endowment for the [ T T [ [ 0.0
Arts
National Endowment for the 0 3 1 2 13 0.0
Humanitiea
National Labor Relationa 11# 20 10 21 10 90.9
Board
% T 3 ] 1) [ (20.0)
National Science Foundation
[} L 3 Y [€)) (12.5)
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Peraonnel 33 22 28 29 (%) 7.1}
|__Managesent
A-3
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TABLE I COMPLAINTS INVENTORY SUMMARY FOR FY-83

7 (=) (=) RATE
AGENCY COMPLAINTS COMPLA INTS COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS OF INVENTOR{
oR ON HAND FILED CLOSED ON RAND GROWTH OR
DEPARTMENT AT BEGINNING DURING THE DURING THE AT END OF REDUCTION
OF REPORTING REPORTING REPORTING REPORTING
PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD INUMBER X
14 13 13 1 0 0.0
|Penssa Cenal Commiseion
9 3 3 9 0 0.0
Peneion Benefit Guareaty Corp
5 3 6 2 (3) [ (60.0)
Railrosd Retirement Boerd
Securitise & Exchenge 9 9 1 17 8 88.9
Commiseion
0 2 1 1 1 0.0
Selective Service System
62+ 26 30 58 (4) (6.5)
Small Businase Adminietrstion
19 10 11 18 1) [63%)]
Smitheonien Inetitution
1 3 0 1 3 [ 300.0
Soldiers' & Airmen’s Home
&7 14 1 50 3 6.4
Stete
301% 161 234 228 (73) [ (24.3)
Tennesses Valley Authority
334 233 271 296 38y | (A1.4)
Treneportetion
742 [1Y] 29] [1X] 151 .
Tressury
o* 4 & 6 0 0.0
U. 8. Information Agency
5275 10605 9994 5886 611 11.6
United Stetes Postel Service
1390 600 316 1674 284 20.4
Veterans Administretion
15,259 16,770 15,770 16,253 1000 6.5
TOTAL .

* Reported a figure ;3' the beginning of this period thet did not equal the

of praviouws pe

Jerentheess 1ndluu e reduction rete.
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TABLE I1 COUNSELING AND COMPLAINT PILING BY AGENCY AND NUMBER OF

PULL TIME POSITIONS FOR FY 83

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PERCENTAGE NUMBER OF
TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER | OF COUNSELING | NUMBER OF | COMPLAINTS
PULL TIME PERSONS CIMPIAINTS CONTACTS COUNSELRD FILED
E _RMANENT COUNSELED FILED RESULTING IN PER FER
20S ITIONS THIS FERIC THIS PERIOD FORMAL 1000 1000
COMPLAINTS POSITIONS | POSITIONS
Si6 31 [ 9.4 70.0 1.2
Action
{Adminastrative Office 508 37 [ 16.2 73.0 12.0
of the U.S. Courts
Agency for ' “vanational 3753 118 8 6.4 31.0 0z.1
Developme
120,01 735 192 26.1 06.1 01.6
Agricul ture
Arms Control & Disermament 178 1 [} 0.0 05.6 0.00
enc
CiAssirizp 23 1 4.3 0.0 0.00
[Cantral Intelligence Afency " I
L1Y] ] 0 0.0 04.5 0.00
ICivil Aeronsutics Board
32 817 353 62 17.6 11.0 01.9
iCommerce
207 [ 3 $0.0 28.0 Ta.0
[Commission on Civil Rights
[ wmodity futurss Trading &77 4 3 15.0 o8 06.3
vommission
IConsumer Product Sefsty 337 3 3 —10.0 05.6 03.0
Commission
= T,I75,09¢ 14,183 — 2815 3.8 12.1 02.4
DEFENSE
1,981 W76 687 15.3 15.9 02.4
Alr Force
- 759,000 1220 709 58.1 03.3 Ol.9
Arny
&7,718 1803 18 13.2 L9.4 0.9
Defenss_logtetics Ageacy .
41,518 6140 1047 17.1 17.9 il
Nevy
133,879 9ap 187 19.8 07.1 Ol.4
JOther Defense
A5
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TABLE II COUNSELING AND COMPLAINT FILING BY AGENCY AND NUMBER OF FULL TIME POSITIONS FOR FY 83

PERCENTAGE NUMBER OF
TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMEER | TOTAL NUMBEX | OF COUNSELING | NUMBER OF | COMPLAINTS
FULL TIMB PERSONS COMPLAINTS CONTACTS COUNSELED FILED
PERMANENT COUNSELED FILED RESULTING IN k143 PER
POS LTIONS THIS FERIOD THIS PERIOD FORMAL 1300 1000
COMPLAINTS FOSITIONS | POSITIONS
5,497 Si 18 35.3 09.3 03.3
ation
ducetior 15,266 L1} 25 34.3 03.0 01,6
Energy
Envirormentsal Protsctir 3395 3 54" 17.4 33.1 55.7
ency
Equal Euployment Opportunity 3055 128 103 82.0 [T 344
Commission
338 [ 4 66.7 17.8 11.8
'kEl’tzIIEt! Ban .
307 4 1 25.0 13.0 03,3
Fara Cradit Administrstion
Faderal Communications 1914 17 0 0.0 08.9 0.00
Commission
Federal Deposit Insurence 3641 24 5 20.8 0€.6 0l.4
Corporation
Faderal Emergency Management | 2500 16 [ 37.% 06.4 0Z.4
Agency
1301 13 35 38,5 08, 03.3
Faderal Hoas losn Benk Bosrd
Federel Labor Relstions 298 19 2 10.5 63.8 06.7
| Author{ty
290 25 2 8.0 36, 08.9
Federal Maritime Commission
Fadaral Mediation aru 349 0 6" 0.0 0. 0.00
Concilistion Sarvice
1511 10 3 30.0 06.6 02.0
Faderal Ressrve Board
1321 39 11 28,2 29,5 08.3
Federal Trade Commission
Genarel Services 26,552 LI} 102 12T 317 03,8
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TABLE I1 COUNSELING AND COMPLAINT FILING BY AGENC. AND NUMBER OF FULL TIME POSITIN 'S FOR FY 83

1 PERCENTAGE NUMBER OF
TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER OF COUNSELING | NUMBER OF | COMPLAINTS
PULL TIME PERSONS COMPLAINTS CONTACTS COUNSELED PILED
FERMANENT COUNSELED FILED RESULTING IN IR PER
POSITLONS THIS PERIOD THIS PERIOD FORMAL 1000 00
COMPLAINTS POSITIONS | POSITIONS
3,815 60 17 8.3 10.3 7.9
Government Printing Oflice
156,644 112 512 45.7 07.2 03.3
flealth & Human Services
12,672 266 103 38.7 21.0 08.1
Houeing & Urben Development
82,600 1213 160 13.2 14.8 01.9
Interior
Internationel Trede 403 24 0 0.0 60.0 0.00
Commiseion
Interstete Commerce 1246 33 10 30.3 25.5 08.0
Cowmiseion
,828 691 204 29.5 12.2 03.6
Justice ;;
19,338 275 114 i3 8.7 05.9 -
Labor
Merit Syetems Protection 483 23 7 30.4 52.0 16.0
Roard
Nationsl Aeronautice and 71,924 40 -0 50.0 01.8 0.9
Space Administration
Nationsl Credit Union 621 3 1 333 04.8 01.6
Administration
Nationsi Endowsent for the 314 [1) 1 2.3 140.0 03.2
Arte
National Endowment for the 44 19 3 15.8 78.0 12.3
Humanitise
National Labor Relstione 2596 109 20 18.3 (YA 0T
Board
1220 8 2 25.0 07.0 01.6
Nstional Science Foundation
3242 14 4 78.6 04.0 01.0
Nuclesr Regulatory Cosmiesion
Office of Parsonnel 4948 147 22 15.0 29.7 04. 4
Mansgement
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TABLE IT COUNSELING AND COMPLAINT FILING BY AGENCY AND NUMBER OF FULL TIMX POSITIONS FOR FY 83

PERCENTAGE NUMBER OF
TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER | OF COUNSELING | NUMBER OF | COMPLAINTS
FULL TIME PERSONS COMPLA INTS CONTACTS COUNSELED PFILRD
PPRMANENT COUNSELED PILED RESULTING IN 4¢3 mn
POS ITIONS THIS PERIOD THIS PERIOD FORMAL 1000 1000
COMPLAINTS POSITIONS | POSITIONS
— 8297 9 3 . 04.7 1.
ll’lunn Canal Commission
435 28 3 10.7 64.0 06.9
Panaion Benefit Guarsnty Corp|
1545 T 3 13.6 18.2 01.9
Sacurities & Exchange 126 9 7.1 67.0
Commission
3 2 66.7 09.3
138 1 18.8 “3%.90
40 10 25.0 11.8
3 3 100.0 03.0
75 14 18.7 05.4
1303 161 12.4 35.0
Tannsseses Valley Authority
61,400 697 233 33.4 11.3
Transportation
100,381 1730 [1}] 25.5 17.2
Tressury
4463 ki 4 364 02.5
U, 8. Information Azency
€54 ,401 15,886 10603 5.1 70.0
*Unlud States Postel Sarvica
708 390 [ 2880 40 0.8 13.0
Vetarans Adsinistration
[ 2,879,358 74,119 16,770 22.6 £5.7
TOTAL I
A-8
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TABLZ 111 AGENCY CLOSURE RATES 8Y TYPE OF CLOSURE FOR FY-83

TOTAL CONPLAINT CLOSURK TYPES
AGENCY TOTAL TOTAL  |COMPLAINTS | REJRCTIONS _ 18 DG 13 TOWS.
ICOMPLAINTS [COMPLAINTS [CLOSED AS NUNBER [ WX _ | __NUMBER WNGIR NUMBER
PILRD CLOSED  |X oF TOTAL Y of TOIAL Y or ToTAL| Y OF TOTAL
TRIS THIS ICOMPLAINTS || CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOBURES CLOSURMS CLOSURES
PERIOD PERIOD PILED
— 6 ~ 2 . T T
ACTION 0.0 0.0 0.0
. 50.0 50.0
ADMINISTRATIVE (] ] 5.7 7 T 1
OFFICE OF THE 0.0 0.0
U.S. COURTS 50.0 25.0 25.0
ACENCY FOR 3 1% 00.0 2 1 ] 5
INTERNATIONAL 0.0
DEVELCZMENT 12.5 6.3 50.0 31.3
2 199 103.6 12 ] T 68
AGRICULTURE
6.0 2.C 3,5 $4.3 34.2
[AROE CONTROL
& DISARMAMENT 1 [ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
AGENCY
CENTRAL 1 L) ~ %00.0 T 3
INTELLIGENCE 0.0 0.0 0.0
AGENCY 25.0 5.0
civic [ T 0.0 1
ARRONAUTICS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BOARD 100.0
62 75 121.0 [ 11 [] £} 2
lcoMMERCE
8.0 14.7 5.3 29.3 42,7
FOMMISSION ON 3 ] — 267.0 T T
CIVIL RIGHTS 0.0 0.0 0.0
12.5 87.5
3 3 TET.0 B
TRADING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
COMMISSSION 100.0
RODUCT k] [} 0.9
SAFETY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
COMMISSTION _
A9
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TABLE III AGENCY CLOSURE RATES BY TYPE OF CLOSURE POR n-8

TOTAL COMPLAINT CLOSURE TYPE
AGENCY TOTAL TOTAL  [COMPLAINTS | |"RETECTYONS | CANCELLATIONS] WITHDRAWALS [SETTLEMENTS] AGENCY DECICIONS|
COMPLAINTS | COMPLAINTS |CLOSED AS NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER NUMBER
rILED CLOSED (X OF TOTAL|| T of TOTA. | T OF TOTAL | T OF TOTAL | T oF TOTAL| ¥ OF TOTAL
THIS THIS COMPLAINTS| | cLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES
PERIOD PER OD rILEp
281 271 98.% I 173 %92 542 1243
DEFENSE
1.5 6.2 17.8 19.6 44.9
[1.14 ELT 107.9 (5} 38 127 89 404
AIR PORCE
1.2 5.1 17.1 12.0 54.5
636 3.7 ~ 68 41 59 127 341
ARMY
10.7 6.4 9.3 20.0 53.6
DEFENSE . "5 122 65,9 11 T 31 16 5T
LOGISTICS
_ _AGENCY 9.0 5.7 25.4 13 46.7
1047 1079 103.1 110 — 70 1Y (] L7 S
NATY
10.2 6.5 22.9 24.7 35.8
187 193 103.7 [} 7 2 3 57
OTHER DF FENSE
2.4 8.9 14,5 22.8 29.5
18 3 172.2 [ 1 ] ] 12
EDLCATION
0.0 3.2 29.0 29.0 38.7
23 30 126.0 5 3 3 17
ENF.GY
16.7 13.3 13.3 10.0 46.7
ENVIRONENTAL 5% [1] 119.0 7 [ 14 10 27
FROTECT 10N
AGENCY 10.9 9.4 21.9 15.6 42.2
EQUAL DMPLGYMENT 103 36 85.7 § it 10 7 %6
OPPORTUNITY
COMMISS TON 6.7 12.2 11.1 18.9 51.1
EXPORT/ IMPORT [] 7 50.0 T 1
BANK 0.0 0.0 0.0
59.0 50.0
1 ] 0.0
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TABLE III AGENCY CLOSURR RATAS B3Y TYPE OF CLOSURE POR FY-83
TOTAL COMPLAINT CLOSURE TYPES -
ALINCY TOTAL TOTAL  |comPLATNTS| | REJECTIONS |[CANCELLATIONS| WITHDRAWALS |SETTLEMFNTS|AGENCY DECLS IONS
COMPLAINTS|COMPLAINTS [CLOSED AS WIMBER ry\nﬂn WUMBER WMBER NUMBER
FILED cosem |X or totaL|| X @ TOTAL OF TOTAL | T OF TOTAL | X OF TOTAL| ¥ OF TOTAL
THIS ™IS COMPLAINTS|| CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES
FERIOD FERIOD FILRD

YEDERAL 0 ) 6.0 k) [] 1
COMMUN LCAT IONS 0.0 0.0

COMMISS 108 25.0 50.0 25.0
FEDZRAL DEPOSIT kN 9 180.0 1 2 6
INSURANCE 0.0 0.0

CORPORAT 10N il.1 22.2 66.7
FEDERAL EMERCENCY 6 ] 133.3 2 3 1
MANAGEMENT 0.0 0.0

AGENCY 25.0 62.5 12,5
FEDERAL HOME H & .0 2 2
LOAN 8ANK 0.0 0.0 0.0

SCARD 50.0 50.0
FEDERAL LABOR 2 3 150.0 1 1 1

RELAT IONS 0.0 0.0 -
AUTHOR ITY 33.3 33.3 66.7

FEDERAL ] H 106.C ] g
MARIT DIE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
COMMISS 108 1 100.0

TEDERAY. MEDTATION [} 1 0.0 | i

& CONCILIAT ION 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

SERVICE 100.0
TFEDERAL 3 1 “33.3 1

RESERVE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BOARD 100.0

FEDERAL 53 10 30.9 T [} 3 ]
TRADE 0.0

COMM 1SS ION 10.0 9.0 30.0 20.0
GENERAL 102 9% 92.2 Ry 1§ 17 36 19
SERVICES

ADMINISTRAT ION 18.1 .0.6 12.8 38.3 20.2
GOVERNMENT 17 18 105.9 F [} 5 7
PRINT ING 0.0

OFFICE 1.1 22.2 27.8 38.9
HEALTH AND 512 [34] 93.6 [1) 10 62 75 280
HUMAN

SERVICES 10.0 2.1 2.9 16.5 58.5
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TOTAL COMPLAINT CLOSURE TIPE
AGENCY TOTAL TOTAL _ |COMPLAINTS| |  REJECTIONS ] CANCELLATIONS] WITHDRAWALS |SETTLENENTS AGENCY DECISTONS|
COMPLAINTS |COMPLAINTS |CLOSED AS NOMBER NUMBER NUMBER | __ NUMBER NUMBER
FILED aosen |2 or ToTAL)| XoF ToTAL | XoF ToTAL | {of TotAL | ¥ OF ToTAL] Y of TOTAL
THIS THIS CoMPLAINTS|| cCLOSURRS CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES
PERIOD PERIOD PILED
HOUSING & 103 LH 5 T ] ] 15 [Y]
URBAN
DEVELOPMENT 12.9 9.4 10.6 17.6 49.4
160 168 105.0 (] 1 132 77
INTERIOR 0.0
4.8 0.6 78.6 16.1
INTERNAT IORAL [} 7 0.0 [} 1 1
TRADE 0.0 0.0
COMMISS ION 50.0 50.0
INTERSTATE 10 7 76.0 2 1 k] 1
COMMERCE 0.0
COMMISS ION 28.6 14.3 42.9 14.3
204 31 88.7 1 jt] 6 [1} 62
JUSTICE
7.2 10.5 14.4 33.7 34.3
114 171 106.1 R 7 3 3%
LABOR
11.6 14.0 4.1 41.3 28.9
MERIT SYSTEMS 7 10 142.9 ) 2 1 k] H
PROTECT ION
BOARD 20.0 20.0 10.0 30.0 20.0
NATL AEROMAUTICS | 20 1A 135.0 1 7 Iy jU
& SPACE 0.0
ADMINSTRAT ION 3.7 7.4 51.9 31.0
NATIONAL CREDIT T [/ 6.0
URION 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ADHINSTRATION
WATIONAL 1 T 100.0 1
ENOCWMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FOR THE ARTS 100.0
NAT IONAL ENDOWMENT 3 T 13 T
FOR THE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HUMAN (T IES 100.0
NATTONAL LABOR E 10 — 30.0 3 k] §
RELATIONS 0.0 0.0
BOARD 30.0 30.0 40.0
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TOTAL CONPLAINT CLOSURE TYPES |
AGENCY TOTAL T0TAL  |coMPLAINTS| | REJECTIONS |CANCRLLAT IONS| WITEDRAWALS |SKTTLEMBNTS[AGENCY DFCISIONS
COMPLA INTS | CONPLAINTS|CLOSED AS NUMBER WUMBER WMBER WHBE NUMBER
PILED cLostp |3 oF toraL{| TOF TotaL | Y oF TotAL | Y OF ToTAL | T OF TotaL| Y OF TOTAL
THIS THIS conrLarsrs|| cLosumes CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURES CLOSURKS
PERIOD PERIO PILED
NAT IONAL, SCIENCE 2 I~ J"'E'L_‘—x—m. T 1 1
POUNDAT 108 0.0 0.0
33.3 33.3 33.3
NUCLEAR ] 3 125.0 1 3 1
REGULATORY 0.0 0.0
COMMISS 10N 20.0 60.0 200
oPPICE OF 22 28 127.3 15 1 1 1 10
PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT 53.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 35.7
PANAMA T3 13 100.0 k] 7 3 3
CANAL 0.0
COMMISS ION 23.1 15.4 38.3 23.1
PENSION BENEPIT 3 3 100.0 hy 2
GUARANTY 0.0 0.0 0.0
CORPORATION 33.3 66.7
RATLROAD 3 [ 200.0 7 K3 H
RETIKEMENT 0.0 0.0
BOARD 33.3 33.3 33.3
SECURITIES & 9 1 .1 1
EXCHANGE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
COMM 188 JON 100.0
SELICTIVE Fl 1 T 50.0 1
SEAVICE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SYSTEM 100.0
SHALL 6 30 115.4 1 [} [] ¥
DS INESS 0.0
ADMINISTRATIOR 3.3 13.3 26.7 56.7
SNITHSONTAN 10 1 115.0 ] 3 3
INSTITUT ION 0.0 0.0
36.4 36.4 21.3
SOLDIER'S & 3 [} 0.0
ATRMEN'S 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0 n.o
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AGENCY AGENCY TOTAL
OR REJECTION CANTELLATION WITHORAWAL || SETTLEMENT DECISION AGENCY
AVG, AVG. AVG. AVG. AVG. AVG,
DEPARTMENT # DAYS # DAYS # DAYS # DAYS # DAYS [J DAYS
0 [ 0 0 1 558 0 0 1 578 2 568
Action
Adminfstrative Office 2 35 [ 0 i 266 0 0 1 1388 4 431
of the U.S. Courts
Kgency for Intetnstionel Z 50 0 0 T 251 ] 1137 5 133 3¢ 1¢ 1065
Development
Tz 3l ] 35 7 %3 [[ 108 1Y [1] 314 ([ T [ 636
Agriculture
Arms Control & Dieerssment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [
Agency
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1775 3 653 4 934
Central Intelligence Agency
0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 1 701 1 701
Civil Aeroneutice Boerd
[ 186 11 560 4 7156 22 618 32 1241 15 848
Commerce
0 [ 0 0 0 0 1 578 7 842 8 809
Commieeion on Civil Rights
Commodity Futures Treding 0 [} [ 0 0 0 [} 0 5 1050 5 1050
Commission
Consumer Product Sefety 0 0 0 [] [ 9 [] 0 0 0 0 [
Commission
319 87 173 30 492 203 342 96 (1245 552 2171
DEFENSE
— X S YT T[T % | B9 || W% | €6 [[Te [ 9
Alr Force
68 51 41 32, 59 p13] 127 267 ELY 61% 6 434
Aty
11 36 7 5; 31 240 16 94 57 369 122 252
Defenee fetice Agency
110 64 10 322 247 212 266 501 386 474 1079 369
Nevy
&7 17 404 75 25 L & 57 1T 193 346
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AGENCY AGENCY TOTAL
OR REJECTION CANCELLATION WITHDRAWAL SETTLEMENT DECISION AGENCY
AVG. AVG. AVG. AVG. AVG. AVG.
DEPARTMENT [ DAYS [ DAYS [ DAYS # DAYS # DAYS DAYS
0 [) t 538 9 397 9 1528 12 1728 31 1245
Education
5 162 3 463 4 503 4 353 14 603 30 469
Energy
Environmental Protection 7 389 6 1214 14 4 10 796 27 1376 64 1017
Agency
Equal Zmployment O.portunity 6 161 11 261 10 225 17 358 46 453 90 367
Conmission
[ 0 [ o 0 o 1 232 1 55 2 144
Export/import Bank
[ o ] o 0 0 [ [} [ [ [ 0
Farm Credit Adwinistration
Federal Comwunications [} [ 3 1000 0 [ [ [ 1 3507 4 1627
Comaission
Federal Deposit Insurance 1 30 2 174 0 0 0 0 6 850 9 609
Corporation
Federal Emergency Managemenc 2 43 [} 0 0 0 5 163 1 205 [] 138
Agency
[ [ [ [ 0 [] 2 48] 2 699 4 590
Federal Home Loan Bank Board
Federal Labor Relations [ 0 1 1y 1 123 H 187 0 0 3 149
Authority
[ o 2 194 0 0 o [ o [ 2 194
Federal Maritime Commission
Federal Mediation and 0 0 [ [ 0 0 0 0 1 270 1 270
Conciliation Service
[ [ 1 118 0 [ [] 0 Q o 1 118
Federal Reserve System
t 9 [ 32 0 0 3 322 2 405 10 19
Federsl Trade Commission
General Services 17 93 10 512 12 354 36 520 19 676 9% 452
Aduinistration
2 27 [) [) [} 200 5 537 7 S47 18 411
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AGENCY AGENCY TO[AL
OR REJECTION CANCELLATION WITHDRAWAL SETTLEMENT DECISION AGENCY
AVG. AVG. AVG, AVG. AVG. AVG,
DEPAKTMENT # | DAYS # | pays # | DAYs # | DAYS # | DAYS 4 | DAY
48 66 10 371 62 256 79 65 280 608 79 480
Health & Human Sarvicea
11 105 8 476 9 i 15 537 42 907 [} 634
Houaing & Urban Devalopment
8 164 1 1083 0 0 132 592 27 646 168 583
Intarior
International Trade 0 0 0 0 1 420 0 0 1 180 2 300
Commiasaion 1
Interstata Commerca 2 [ 1 254 0 0 3 196 1 363 ? 185
__Commisaion
13 303 19 684 26 280 61 534 62 937 181 633
Juatica
T4 82 17 €61 ] 171 50 k) 33 B33 |[ 121 | 905
Labor
Merit Syatems Protection 2 21 2 64 1 402 3 451 2 un 10 415
Board
National Aetonautica and 0 0 1 668 2 211 14 392 10 1054 27 634
Spaca Adminiatration
National Credit Union 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aduiniatration
National Endowment for the [ 0 0 0 0 0 1 1996 0 0 1 1996
Atta
National Endowment fort tha 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 22 0 0 1 22
Humanitiaa
Wational Labor Relations 3 477 [J [ 3 [ 0 0 [} 946 | 10 535
Board
0 [ 0 0 1 79 1 151 1 808 3 346
National Sciance Foundation
0 [] 0 [ 1 63 3 1769 1 213 5 117
Nuclaar Ragulatory Cosmiaaion
Gffice of Peraonnal 15 10 1 1 1 2 1 4 10 8 279
Managament
3 101 0 0 2 116 ) 704 3 858 13 $10
Panana Canal Commisaion
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AGENCY AGENCY TOTAL
OR REJECTION CANCELI ATION WITHDRAWAL SETTLEMENT DECISION AGENCY
AVG, AVG. AVG, AVG, AVG., AVG.
DEPARTMENT [ DAYS [ DAYS # DAYS # DAYS [ DAYS ] DAYS
0 [} 0 [ [ [ 1 1095 2 1047 3 106
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp
2 43 [} 0 2 30 0 0 2 497 6 190
Raflrosd Retirement Bosrd
Securities & Exchange 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 953 0 []] 1 953
Commission
1 36 0 0 o 0 [ 0 0 [ 1 36
Selective Service System
t 54 4 151 [) 0 8 951 17 949 30 813
Small Business Adminfstration
0 [ 4 684 [} [ 4 720 3 862 [ 746
Smithsonisn Instftution
0 0 0 0 o [} 0 [ 0 [ 0 0
Soldiera' & Afrmen's Home
3 270 2 300 1 90 [) 0 5 616 [l 416
State
26 64 9 365 11 208 52 33/ 136 503 234 398
Tennessee Valley Authority
24 104 39 440 46 523 56 667 115 467 271 443
Transportation
34 282 20 634 9% 435 63 524 80 963 21 596
Treasury ]
F] 10 [ 3 ) T 378 0 0 T 659 % | 264
U._S. Informat{on Agency
1782 76 573 188 2027 163 3519 208 2033 372 9994 208
United States Postsl Service 1
46 188 38 582 93 538 37 743 102 1000 316 665
Veterans Administration
2422 88 972 288 249 ~06 4945 286 4482 £24 []15,770] 308
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NUMBE & TINDING AGENCY_ACTION FINDING AGENCY A
Agency RECOMMENDED | | DISCRIMINATION{ACCEPT | MODIFY P.!JBCTJNO DISCRIMINATION|ACCEPT
or DECISIONS T OF [NUMBER|NUMRER|NUMSER Tor [yoon
Nepaitment ACTED ON NUMBER| TOTAL | Z OF | X of | T OF |[NUMBEZP TOTAL T or
ACTED | RD/D | RG/D | RD/D ACTED | RD/ND
ON ON
[) 0 J
Action
Administrative Office 1 0 1 100.0 1
oi the U.S. Courts 100.0
Agency or International © 2 40.0 1 1 3 60.0 3
Development ] 50.0 50.0 100.0
R 1 1.1 1 s 38.9 6
Agriculture 100.0 15.0
Arms Control & Disarmament 0 0 0
Agency
0 0 0
Central Intelligence Agancy
1 0 1 100.0 1
Civis: Aeronautics Board ] 100.0
10 3 30.0 1 2 H 70. 7
Commerce 33.3 | 66.7 . 100.0
7 2 28.6 1 1 5 71.4 5
Comniseion on Civil Rights 50.0 | 50.0 ! . 100.0
Commodi ty Futures Trading 4 0 ) 4 102.0 4
Commission 1 100.0
Consumer Product Safaty 0 0 T . 0
Commiasion !
515 135 26.2 | 67 15 5 380 733 362 13 5
DEFENSE ‘9.6 1.1 | 33.5 95.3 3.4 1.3
240 43 17.9 9 9 25 197 82.1 [183 1 3
Air Force 20,9 | 2.9 { 38.1 98.1 Y.5 1.5
133 62 46.6 | 41 [N 21 7 53.4 70 0 t ‘
Army 66.1 0.4 33.9 98.6 0.0 .
25 7 28.0 5 0 2 . 72.0 18 0 0
Defensa Logistice Agency 71.4 0.0 | 28.6 100.0 0.0 0.0
90 '] 20.0 9 S 4 72 80.0 5 12 1
Navy 50.0 | .7.8 | 22.2 81.9 | 16.7 1.4
27 5 18.5 3 1 1 22 81.5 22 0 0
Other Def 1e ] 60.0 | 2v.0 | 20.0 1000 | 0.0 0.0
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NUMBE R FINDING AGENCY ACTION FINDING AGENCY ACTION
Agency RECOMMENDED | | DI SCRIMINATION | ACCEPTTHODI FY|REJECT | |NG_1SCRIMINATION |KCCEPT|MODIFY [REJECT.
or DECISIONS OF |NUMBER msnm ] OF  |NUMBER | NUMBER| NUMBER
Lepartment ACTED ON ||NuMBER| TOTAL "X OF | X OF | T OF ||vumper | TotAL | X oF | YoF | X oF
ACTED | R0/D | ®D/D { RD/D ACTED RD/KD]| RD/ND} RD/ND
ON ON
8 4 50.0 4 4 50.0 4
Educetion 1100, 9 100.0 —
0 0 0
Ener,
vnvi,onmental Protection 6 2 333 1 1 4 66.7 4
Ap ~cy 30.0 50.0 100.0
Equal . wployment Opportunity 9 2 22.2 1 1 7 77.8 7
Comm‘aeion 30.0 50.0 100.0
T 0 1 100.0 1
Export/Import Bank 100.0
0 0 [}
Ferm Credit Administretion
Federal Comaumnicetions 0 0 [} -t
Comiseion
Federal Deposit Insurence 3 0 3 100.0 3 r
Corporation 100.9
Federal Emergency Hanagement T G 1 ~100.0 1
Agency 100.0
1 0 1 100.0 1
Federsl Home Losn Bank Boerd 130.0
Fedaral Labor Reletions 0 0 0
Authority
0 0 0
Federel Meritime Commfeeion
Federal Medistion and H 0 H 100.0 1
Conciliaxion Service 100.0
] 0 [
Federel Revstve Boerd
0 0 []
Faderel Trade Commission
Genersl Servicee 7 6 85.7 6 1 14.3 1
Adainietration 100.0 100.0
3 1 333 ] 2 66.T 2
Government Printing Office N 100.0 £00.0 |
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NUMBER FINDING ON___ FINDING
Agency RECOMMENDED | | DI SCRIMINATION EJECT| |NO DISCRIMINATION
or DECISIONS X or NUMBER oF
Department ACTED ON | |NUMBER| TOTAL T OF ||{NuMBER | TOTAL
ACTED ACTED
oN oN
31 18 22.2 77.8

Health & Human Services

23 H 21 78.3
Housing & Urbsn Devalopment

Interior

Internatfonal Trede
Commission

Interstate Commerce
Commission

Justice

Labor

Mer{t Systems Protection
Board

National Aaronautics and
Space Administratfon

National Credit Unfon
Adainistration

National Endowment for the
Arts

National Endowment for the
Husanities

National Labor Ralations
Board

National Scisnce Foundation

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Personnel 4

Managament 100.0
1

Panamns Canal Commission 100.0
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NUMBER FINDING |__ AGENCY ACTION FINDING AGENCY ACTION
Agancy REZOMMENDED | | DISCRIMINATION [ ACCEPT MODIFYIREJECT| {NO DISCRIMINATION|{ACCEPT]MODIFY [REJECT
or DECISIONS [ X oF  MUMBER|NUMBER ER 47_xor—l'm_mﬁ NUMBER| NUMBER
beparcment | ACTED ON | |xumsen| Toras "R OF | EOF | Farr| lvumsen | no  |ormck|MuMsER|xumatR
ACTED { R0/D | XD/D | RD/D ACTED | RD/ND| RD/ND| RD/ND
ON ON
1 1 100.0 1 0
Pension Benefit Guarenty Corp 100.0
2 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1
Rsilroed Retirement Boerd 100.0 100.0
Securities & Exchange 0 0 0
Commiasion
0 0 0
Selective Service Syates
9 1 11.¢ 1 8 88.9 8
Small Busi .:es Adminiatrstion 100.0 100.0
3 0 3 100.0 3
Saithaonien Inatitution 100.0 bt
0 0 0 8
Soldiers' & Airmen's Home
4 4 100.0 4
State 100.0
2t 2 9.5 2 19 90.5 1
Tennessee Valley Authority 100.0 100.0
&4 25 56.8 17 7 1 19 43.2 19
Tranaportation 68,0 | 28.0 4.0 100.0
44 5 11.4 1 4 6 »
Tre .sury 20.0 | 80.0 88.6
0 0 0
+ 8. Information Agency
587 104 17.7 [ 52 5 47 483 82.3 [454
United Scetes Postal Service 50.0 4.8 | 45.2 94.0 6.9
&7 15 3.8 15 32 68.1 14 18
Veterens Administrstion 100.0 43.8 | 6.3
1511 363 24.0 | 18t 9 143 1148 76.0 104] 102 5
TOTAL 49,9 | 10.7] 39.4 90,7 { 8.9 ] 0.4
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Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Bielan.

Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Bielan, I failed to follow you too carefully. I
think the igssue before this committee is whether or not EECC is
going to uphold the law. I don’t think you touched on that at all.

Mr. BieLaN. I think I can state with confidence, Mr. Chairman,
that we intend to uphold the law.

Mr. HaAwkins. Well, why aren’t you then?

Mr. BieraN. In the areas of—

Mr. Hawkins. The agency has consistently been ir: disagreement
with the courts on affirmative action. The irman of the EEOC,
before this committee, has disagreed with the courts on the ques-
tion of Igoals and timetables and on any definition of affirmative
action. I can’t give you one instance in the last year in which the
Chairman of the Commission, or any member of the Commission,
has come before this committee and has said, “we support goals
and timetables; we support affirmative action; we intend to see
that the law is vigorously enforced.”

On the issue of systemic discrimination, the Commission has
slowed down its pursuit of these types of charges. They have come
before this committee time after time and said “we prefer to
pursue individual litigation”. They have not given us a report on
what they intend to do in the area of systemic discrimination. I
don’t know of one instance in which they have agreed to do any-
taing, which was the intent of Congress in the 1972 amendments.

Mr. BieLaN. On the question of goals and timetables, our man-
agement directives, I think, for the 1982 through 1986 cycle, speak
for themselves. I have never been told, as head of Public Sector
Programs, to back off on goals and timetables. We will continue to
report to——

Mr. Hawkins. But Chairman Thomas is backing off. Do you
agree or disagree with Mr. Thomas’ position, as was just quoted a
few minutes ago to you, in which he changed his position on goals
and timetables.

Mr. BieLaN. The Chairman has expressed his personal views on
goals and timetables for a number of years. However, the Chair-
man has never——

Mr. HAwKINS. Are you expressing your personal views or those
of the Commission?

Mr. BieLaN. The Commission’s position. The Commission’s view
is that goals and timetables for the fiscal year 1982 through fiscal
year 1986 cycle shall be enforceable. The 8i1a1rman has never told
me not to enforce the goals and timetables. The Chairman always
distinguishes between his personal views and the Commission’s
policy. In this case, the Commission policy, through the fiscal year
1986 cycle, will be to continue to report to the Congress those agen-
cies which have not complied with our management directive 707
on the issue of goals and timetables.

Mr. Hawkins. Let me say the Chairman of EEOC cannot possi-
blf\lv state his individual views. What he is stating is a policy view
which is interpreted throughout the country as being the view of
the Commission and that of the administration. When the head of
your Agency comes before this body and says he does not intend to
pursue goals and timetables, he signals to individuals in the busi-
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ness community, to the unions, and to the tmployers in this coun-
try that they need not subscribe to it. That is the interpretation
that is put on his remarks made in public.

I can't see how you can disengage responsible heads of commis-
sions from the views that they express before this body. Mr.
Thomas has reversed himself several times, so we questi-n whether
or not you are stating the views of the Commission or giving your
personal views.

Lir. BieLaAN. No; ] am stating current Commission ﬁolicy views as
passed by the Commission in these directives. No other new direc-
tives have been passed to date.

Mr. HaAwkins. Then are you saying the Commission denies—that
the views expressed by Mr. Thomas, as head of the agency, are not
the views of the Commission?

Mr. BiELAN. I am neither in a position to affirm or deny what
the Commission will finally vote on in policy, or deny what the
Chairman says.

Mr. Hawkins. You just got through saying he was stating his in-
dividual views.

Mr. BierAN. The Chairman, on many occasions, has stated his
personal views. As Director of Public Sector Programs, I will carry
out Commission policy, whatever that rolicy may be.

Mr. Hawkins. Well, we can’t compel people to tell the truth, but
we cert-inly can point out when they’re lying. Certainly it seems to
me that it is demeaning to the legislative process in the Co
to have individuals come before this committee and lie on one day,
and chen have an explanation given the next day by somebody else
that they are upholding the law. I just think the agency itself is
being questioned. Every time we get the agency in a corner, they
say “we’re reorganizing”. Well, the agency has been through
dozens of reorganizations, I guess—at least I have lost count of
them—and every time they reorganize it is something new.

I think we are dealing with an agency that is so redited that
it is beginning to lose faith with the public. In my opinion, we have
to take more militant stands on this committee to see that we sub-
goer;la somebody to come before the committee and tell us the

ruth.

Mr. BieLaN. I haven't seen the Chairman’s testimony, but I
would not believe that the Chairman would lie before any commit-
tee or subcommittee of the Congress, Chairman Hawkins.

Mr. Hawkins. We have additional evidence in this committee
hearing that Mr. Thomas at one time was very strongly in support
of affirmative action and goals and timetables. Then 1 year later
he denied that he favored these.

In one case, the Detroit police case, the EEOC was on one side
and the Department of Justice on the other. Now, that certainly
doesn’t speak well for a lead agency on EEQ matters. We have had
testimony that EEOC is having difficulty in getting other agencies
to agree with your directives. Yet an attempt is being made by
Mrs. Collins in her proposal to help you do that, and you give no
position on that dra?t legislation. You offered no suggestions to us
on how we can Set other agencies to uphold the law.

Mr. BieLAN. On Representative Collins’ position, since I was just
advised of that positi~~ ***- morning, I can see why the Commis-
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sion does not have a position. We have worked closely with Repre-
sentative Collins’ staff in developing positions on this issue, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. HAwkins. I have no further questions.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Before I go to Mr. Williams, following up on what
Mr. Hawkins was asking you as far as policy, as I understand it,
the Commission is a policymaking board. Then the people who
work under them are supposed to carry out that policy in the way
they carry on their functions. It seems like what you're saying is
that isn’t so, that you abide by the law as you understand it, as
written by the Congress. Is that right?

Mr. BieLaN. Well, abide by Commission policy, which——

Mr. MarTINEz. Well, if Commission policy were in conflict with
the law, what would you do?

Mr. BIELAN. I'm not aware of any Commission policy being in
conflict with the law at present, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Martinez. OK. In the case of Norton versus Indiana Farm
Bureau Cooperative Association, EEOC’s field contact and legal
standards division sent back a proposed settlement containing
goals and timetables in its proposed affirmative action plan. They
sent it back. This was done even though existing guidelines on af-
firmative action permit employers to use goals.

Please explain why that was done.

Mr. BieraN. I am not familiar with the case, Mr. Chairman.
When I was asked to testify, I was asked to testify on the Federal
EEO effort and as head of the Federal EEO effort.

Mr. MARTINEZ. We're going to leave the record open and I would
hope you would find that out and get us back the information on
why that was done. That seems to be just exactly what I laid out,
the bureacracy is in conflict with the law because of the Commis-
sion’s stated policy, or at least your chairman’s stated policy.

In that regard, you have five Commissioners, right?

Mr. BieLAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. As I have always sat on any board like that that
sets policy, it is a majority vo'e that establishes the policy, not just
the Chairman’s.

Mr. BieLAN. That’s quite correct, sir.

Mr. MaRTINEz. So that if the Chairman makes personal reflec-
tions, as you have stated, then no one in the agency should take
that as a mandated policy, right?

Mr. BieLaN. The Chairman has on many occasions stated his per-
sonal views, and he was very careful to indicate, even in testimony,
the difference between his personal views and that of Commission
policy, because there is a five-member Commission and we——

Mr. MarTINEzZ. Well, I am not sure he really does that. In talking
to two Commissioners at the last hearing, I'm not really sure that
they understand that.

Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiAMS. Mr. Bielan, two questions. First, do I understand
correctly that, speal.ng for the Commission, you're saying the
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Commission intends to pursue the implementation of goals and
timetables in Federal affirmative action?

Mr. BieLaN. We have no plans at all to change our management
directives during the current cycle, fiscal year 1982 throush fiscal
year 1986, and they require goals and timetables. And we will
relzport to the Cungress any agency that does not submit the proper
plans.

Mr. WiLLiams. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Bielan, what do you see as the EEOC’s authority
and jurisdiction to collect goals and timetables from all Federal
agencies as a part of their affirmative action plans?

Mr. BieLAN. We believe we have that authority, based on title
VII, section 717, to issue management directives to Federal agen-
cies, and we have done so. Those management directives are duly
passed by the Commission, are coordinated with the Federal agen-
cies, before issuance and passage by the Commussion, so everybody
L < a chance to comment. So in the current set of management di-
rectives, we do have authority to collect data and require agencies
in developing their affirmative action plans and approaches to
have goals and timetables at this time.

Mr. Haves. How many agencies last year did not submit gocls
and timetables to you in their affirmative action plans?

Mr. BiELAN. Three. The Department of Justice, the National En-
dowment for the Humanities, and the Federal Trade Commission.

Mr. Havgs. Is there any intention this year to rectify their fail-
ure to submit those goals and timetables?

Mr. BieLaAN. I can’t speak for the other agencies. Thus far we
have not received any goals or timetables from thiem.

Mr. Haves. How do we, as a committee, find cut what these goals
and timetables are?

Mr. BieLaN. Well, as I mentioned in the testimony, appendix B
to management directive 707, which is {our civilian labor force
data broken down nationwide, statewide, by region, by SMSA, sta-
tistical groupings of cities, w0 help establish whatever the goal
should be. Those are expected to be put in the plans where there is
u_r:lder‘representation of minorities, women, and handicapped indi-
vidua.s.

Mr. Haves. .8 a followup to the question by my coileague, Mr.
Williams, are vou nware of any proposed revisions in Ma~ agement
Directive 707?

Mr. BieLaN. We are studying revisions now. One of the concerns
of agencies is, there is a multiplicity of reporting formats. We have
been working closely with officials of OPM and their CPEF data
from computers to see if we could lighten the reporting load but
still get the data we need.

Management Directive 707 was sort of the firat time in 1981 that
any type of directive was put out to the Government that would
require uniform reporting formats. We erred on the side of more
formats than perhape less formats. Now with some 4 years, and at
the end of the cycle, 5 years, experience, we can go back and
review the necessary reporting information. Also, with OPM’s im-
provement in CPEF information, we don’t want to have agencies
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reporting to them and reporting to us. So we are looking at revis-
ing Management Directive 707 when it expires in fiscal year 1986.

Mr. Haves. To your knowledge, these proposed revisions do not
include the elimination of goals and timetables? Is that what
you're saying?

Mr. BIeLAN. I don’t know what the Commission will decide on
the goals and timetables issues in Manegement Directive 707 at
this time.

Mr. Haves. I have no further questions.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Thank you, Mr. Bielan, for appearing before us.

Mr. BieLAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Our next witnesses are a panel: The Honorable
John Agresto, Acting Chairman, National Endowment for the Hu-
manities; Honorable Wendell L. Willkie II, Chief of Staff/Counsel
to the Secretary, Department of Education; and W. Lawrence Wal-
lace, Acting Assistant Attorney General for Administration, U.S.
Department of Justice.

ntlemen, your statements, as submitted, will be entered in the
record in their entirety. I would ask, for the sake of brevity and
time, that you please summarize. We will start with Mr. Agresto.

STATEMENTS OF JOHN AGRESTO, ACTING CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES; WENDELL L. WILLKIE II,
CHIEF OF STAFF AND COUNSELOR TO THE SECRETARY, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION; AND W. LAWRENCE WALL-ACE,
ACTING ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR ADMINISTRA-
TION, JUSTICE MANAGEMENT DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE, A PANEL

Mr. AGresto. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just over 1% years ago, William Bennett, then Chairman of the
Endowment, wrote a letter to Clarence Thomas, Chairman of the
EEOC. That letter set forth our reasons for declining to follow
those sections of the EEOC directives that asked us to establish
race- and gender-conscious goals and timetables fo: hiring and for
promotion. In that letter we said :hat we supported a policy of
strict nondiscrimination at the Endowment. We explained that this

ency was committed to the principle of color, creed, and gender
blindness, and that special or differing treatment of individuals on
the basis of characteristics such as their race was contrary to what
we know to be the best principles of this Nation.

The past 1% years since we took this stand has been particular-
ly, and sadly, instructive to all of us at the Endowment. Because
we stated ‘he simple truth, that all citizens should be judged as
equals, withou{egender preference, privilege, or racial distinction,
we have repeatedly been asked to make a defense of ourselves. Be-
cause we have stood for the legal and just principle that acts based
on racial classification are inherently suspect, it has been repeated-
ly whispered that we are somehow lawless. Since we cannot be ac-
cused of discriminating against anyone, it seems that the only
charge against us is that we have openly refused to discriminate.

When we took our stand against compliance with policies based
on racial and gender classifications, we did it in the hope that
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America had é)rogressed far enough that a person’s race or sex or
religion would no longer be weighed in the measure. It was, it
seems, a vain hope, for we now see around us, contrary to all the
good intentions of the law, factions urging us to discriminate pre-
cisely on the basis of race and sex. We are told not to worry, that
these distinctions are benign, that they probably are temgorary.
Discrimination, we are told, will be erased some other day. But for
today, we are still prodded to make our judgments and set out
goals based on race and sex. We view this development as nothing
less than tragic.

I wish to be as clear as I can about the grounds for our policy of
nondiscrimination. In taking this position, we did not deny the pro-
priety of strong, extensive, and thorough recruiting among all
classes and races. We trust that our recruiting efforts can stand up
to the closest scrutiny. Our objection was only on the narrower but
crucial point—to set out sex-based, race-based goals or timetables
for hiring, selection, promotion, or rejection. The National Endow-
ment for the Humanities will continue to cast a wide net for re-
cruiting, as wide a net as possible. No aTualiﬁed persons of any race
or sex should be denied access to equal opportunity at the Endow-
nient. But we will not consider race or sex or color or religion to be
reiasonab‘.: criteria when it comes to hiring or promotion or dismis-
sal.

Some 1%z years ago, in stating this position, we discovered what
race-based goals and timetables did to our best principles, our hy
est ideals. We objected because goals, quotas, set-asides and timsua-
bles put an undue burden on the just principle of American equali-
ty—the principle that no one should be rewarded or penalized, pre-
ferred or held back, because of race or sex or cree(fe We thought,
and we still think, that this was an ideal that all Americans, male
or ‘emale, black or white, would hope to see prosper.

We were told that goals were more benign than quotas, that one
was flexible and acceptable, the other rig.d and wrong. But we also
know, and have seen, as the former Attorney General wrote on the
occasion of the Justice Department’s refusal to establish similar
goals, that such goals inevitably become standards of measurement,
Indistinguishable from quotas themselves. For our own part, we
have seen our agency—an agency with one of the most thorough
and conscientious recruiting policies in the Government—we have
seen even our agency criticized for not satisfying some abstract no-
tions of racial- or sex-based balance.

But more. We objected to goals not only because they invariably
degenerate into quotas, but use on a moral basis they are in-
distinguishable from quotas, for they require us to judge people on
the basis of their sex and race. No matter how flexible, no matter
how hortatory they may be, goals and timetables still suffer from
the same fatal .nd regressive flaw: They ask us to take into ac-
count the person’s sex or race when w2 look to fill our jobs. They
as{( us to perpetuate and promote distinctions based on race and
color.

The occasion may never be presented to us again when we as a
nation can so clearly and justly say, we will not dwell on race; we
will not advance some or reject others because of the color of their
skin; we will not tilt the scale for or against a person because of
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religion, ancestry, or gender. For ourselves, we will have no one in
our agency whe will ever think that she or he was hired to meet a
timetable or satisfy a racial goal.

To do anything other than that, to select some people, or some
colors, or some races for special benefits or extra burdens, is as
fraught with danger as it is so obviously unjust. Equality before the
law, blindness to race, and neutrality to gender, should be our only
lg;uiding lights. These are the reasons why we have acted as we

ave.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of John Agresto, with attachments,
follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN AGRESTO, ACTING CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE HUMANITIES

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased 1o appear before
you today to reaffirm the commitment of the National Endowment for the Human-
ities to personned policies that are, as the law specifies, free from any discrimina-
tion based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

Just over one and one half years ago, William Bonnett, then chairman of the En-
dowment, wrote a letter to Clarence Thomas, Chairman of the EEOC. (I submit a
copy of that letter for the record.) The letter sets forth the reasons for NEH'’s declin-
ing to follow those sections of the EEOC directives that asked us to establish race-
and gender-con-scious goals and timetables for hiring and prometion. In that letter
we said that we supported a policy of strict non-discrimination at the Endowment.
Relying on the determination of the Justice Department that EEOC had exceeded
its legal authority by seeking such information, we explained that this agency was
committed to the principle of color, religious, and gender blindness, and that special
or differing treatmeat of individuals on the basis of characteristics such as their
race was contrary to what we know to be the best principles of this nation.

In taking this position we did not deny the priority of strong, extensive, and
through recruiting among all classes and races. We trust that our recruiting efforts
c«n stand up to the closest scrutiny. Our objection was only on the narrower but
crucial point-—to set out sex-based, race- goals or timet )les for hiring, selec-
tion, prcmotion, or rejection. We will cast as wide a recruitin} net as ible—no
quaiified person should be denied access to equal opportunity at the NEH; but we
will not consider race or sex or color or religion to be reasonable criteria when it
comes to hiring or promotion or dismissal.

The National Council on the Humanities reinforced the decision of the Chairman
by voting overwhlemingly on February 16, 1984, that “the National Endowment for
the Humanities should neither favor nor slight anyone because of race, color, na-
tional origin, religion or gender.” This is the central philosophical core of our deci-
sion.

Since our position is both legal and juet, the committee can be assured that I will
continue to adhere to it as long as I remain acting chairman of the agency.

Thank you.

Attachment.

NarioNAL ENDOWMENT roR THE HUMANTITIES,
Washington, DC, January 16, 1984.
Mr. CLARENCE THOMAS,
Chairman, Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Washington, DC.

Dear MR. TroMAS: Enclosed is the response of the National Endowment for the
Humanities to EEO-MD707A. Although we have sought to comply with yocur man-
agement directive, we cannot provide the requested indices o ‘underrepresenta-
tion” nor the etatenient of numerical “goals” concerning employment at the Endow-
ment. We note that the Justice Department has recentl{ taken the position that
EEOC exceeds its authority by seeking such information. In addition to the uestion
of authority there is also a question of principle—~whetber race or ethnicity or
gender should influence employment policies. And we strongly believe that different
or special treatment by this agency on the basis of these characteristics offends our
best principles as a nation.
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It was the glory of America to proclaim to the world: all men are created ¢qual.
To believe in human equality and equal literty can mean nothing less than to treat
white and black, male and female, Jew und Gentile as morally equal. Distinctions
based on race, ethnicity or gender are not national categories of public reward or
rejection. Blindness to color, race, and national origin is the hallmark of civilized
justice as embodied in the principles of this Republic.

Americans can only look back with sadness and deep regret at every terrible epi-
sode in our history where individuals or races were eithere privileged or penalized
because of their color, sex, religion, or national origin. Justice is even more offended 4
wher; such distinctions are propagated through the acts of the government of all the
people.

This principle of equality we take to be so clearly just that we now must decline
to comply with your request. We decline even though some might feel that asking
us for race—and gender-based “‘goals’” and “timetables” is, in itself, moderate and -
benign. We do not agree. To request that we set and state numerical “goals” for
hiring is to ask us to anticipate hiring on the basis of such “goals.” It asks us to
consider race or sex or color a8 reasonable ingredierts in such decisions. But they
are not. We would find it difficult to envision a time when the answer, ‘“‘Because she
was a black female,” or “Because he was a Jew,” would be the legitimate response
to the question, “Why did you hire or promote or fire this person?”

Moreover, we cannot support the argument that holds that “goals” are somehow
distinguishable from preferential treatment. “‘Goals” announce to the world that
race and sex will now be factors in arriving at our results. This is especially clear
when “goals” are coupled with the truly pernicious idea of ‘“‘underrepresentation”—
the notion that there is a “‘proper” proportion of races and sexes and colors for jobe.
We cannot comply with any inquiry that has as its premise the idea that there is a
proper and improper mixing of races, creeds, colors, or sexes in the workplaces of
this country.

Under its current leadership, this agency will neither favor nor slight anyone be-
cause of race, color, national origin, religion, or gender. As you know there has been
no finding whatsoever of discrimination by this agency. We trust that in the future,
as in our past, that all of our decisions will always flow from an honest estimation
of merit and worth, not ancestry or gender or faith. Dur interest in selecting the
best individuals for the job, wherever they might be, and whoever they are, dictates
that we at the Endowment cast a wide net when searching for new employees. We
have done 8o and will continue to do so.

With our fellow citizens we hope for the day when all individuals will be evaluat-
ed according to merit and work and character, and never on grounds of color or sex
or national origin. We believe that the coming of this day can be hastened only by
acting on the great principle of equality.

Our ancient faith reminds us that wrongs of privilege, of racism, of discrimination
in the past make right, nor do they justify, similar actions today. We believe that
the fundamental idea of America is contained in two simple words: No privilege. In
this country, and especially in this government, there should be no privileged peo-
ples, no privileged sexes, no privileged religion, no privileged races, no privileged
classes.

We hope that you will understand our positoin on this matter. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to call me. I remain,

Sincerely yours,

WiLLiaMm J. BENNZTT, Charrman.
Enclosure -
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UPDATE oOF PREVENTION OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT PLAN

INFORMING MANAGEMLNT/EMPLOYEES

1. The Endowment, during FY 84 wil! reissue the policy of the Ferieral Govern-
ment on sexual harassment, including appropriate definitions, examples and avail-
able Eecourse to employees und.. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended.

2. A half-day training session for NEH EEO Counselors on the handling of a com-
plaint where sexual harassment is an issue is planned fo- "Y 84.

3. Daring Federal Women’s Week, information on sexual harassment will be dis-
tributed by the Federal Women’s Program Advisory Program.

. BARRIER ELIMINATION

1. Number of barriers identified for analysis and elimination in FY 82: 1
2. Number of these barriers eliminated in FY 82: 1
3. Number of these barriers partially eliminated in FY 82: 0

Barrier No. 1

In the FY 82 AAP, it was identified that clerical employees lacked the necessary
skills to adequately use the Endowment’s Word Processing coLiputer. This served as
a barrier to these employees gince they were unable tc adequately perform tual ele-
ment of their job. Funds for training have been ellocated and a specific computer
training program has been developed tc address this problem.

Barrier No. 2

Limited training funds, lack of promotional opportunities and few bridge positions
serve as barriers to advancement to both clerical and technical employees. Addition-
ally, due to the agency’s small size and positive degree requirement for many posi-
tions, there are no plans to continue the agency’s upward mobility program. A sec-

retarial committee of the Federa)] Women’s Program Advisory Committee was
formed durirg FY 82 to address the special concerns of clerical employees.
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Mr. MaRTINEZ. Thank you.

The next witness is Hon. Wendell L. Willkie II.

Mr. WiLLkiE. Thark you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this
subcommittee. My ..ame is Wendell Willkie. I appear here this
morning as chief of staff and counselor to the Secretary of Educa-
tion. I appreciate this opportunity to present the Department’s and
the Secretary’s views on the annual submission of affirmative
action plans to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

Let me state at the outset that Secretary Bennett is committed
to the full and fair enforcement of all laws within our jurisdiction.
This applies in particular to all applicable civil rights laws ard reg-
ulations. With regard to the questions posed by this committee, we
intend, as in previous years and at the appropriate time, to submit
to the EEOC an equal employment opportunity/affirmative action
report.

To date, the Department has not reached a formal decision re-
garding the inclusion of numerical goals, quotas, or timetables in
the Department’s annual EEO report, due at the end of this year.
Secre‘ary Bennett has been at the Department for 5 months and is
still in the prncess of reviewing most of the Department’s manage-
inent and personnel practices, as well as applicable laws and regu-
ations.

In the interest of full disclosure to the members of this subcom-
mittee, however, let me review with you briefly the Secretary’s
own: personal views in this area.

In Secretary Bennett's view, true equal employment opportunity
.8 utterly blind to factors such as race or sex. In this regard, the
Fa=deral Government, we feel, ha. a special obligation to ensure
that its own employment practices are absolutely unambiguously
fair. Race, color, or gender should not in any way influence empioy-
ment decisions. As a consequence, we are philosophicslly opposed
to the use of hiring quotas, goals, or timetables based on such fac-
tors.

In our view, goals and timetables are not only contradictory,
they are also morally wrong. By assigning or reserving jobs for
some based on factors that should be irreievant, they contravene
our Nation's deepest principles. A truly equitable system of en-
ployment will be positive based on the principle that no one should
be granted or denied employment opportunity as a result of race,
gender, or other invidious criteria.

At the Department of Education, Secretary Bennett will continue
the special affirmative efforts of the Department to promote equal
opportunity. The recruitment and outreach record at the Depart-
ment is an excellent one in our view, consistent with the original
meaning of af.rmative action. Statistics show that the representa-
tion cf women and minority group members at all levels of the De-
partment of Education greatly exceeds governmentwide averages.
In this regard, goals and timetables, as far as the Department of
Education is concarned, should thus be viewed as superfluous.

We strongly believe that continuing our efforts at the Depart-
ment—without the arbitrary and unsettling effects of goals or
quotas—will set an example for other agencies to follow. Promoting
opportunity for all, rather than setting aside positions for some
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based on race or sex, will fulfill the true purpose of equal employ-
ment opportunity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statemeat of Wendell L. Willkie II follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WeNDELL L. WiLLkiE II, CHiEF or Stare AND COUNSELOR
TO THE SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATION

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members-of the subcommittee. My name is Wen-
dell ¥ “".ie; I appear here this morning as Chief of Staff and Counselor to the Sec-
retar, of Education. I appreciate the opportunity to nresent the Department’s views
on the annual submission of effirmative action plans to the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission.

Let me state at the outset that Secretary Bennett is committed to the full and fair
enforcement and implementation of all laws within our jurisdiction. This applies in
particular to all applicable civil rights laws and regulations. Vith regard to the
question posed by this committee, we intend, as in previous year. and at the appro-
priate time, to submit to the EEOC an equal employment oppor - 1nity/affirmative
action plan.

To da*e, however, we have not reached a decision regarding the inclusion of any
numerical goals, quotas, or timetables in the Department’s annual EEO plan, which
is due at the end of this year. Secretary Bennett has been at th. : Department for
five months, and he is still in the process of reviewing most of che Department’s
management and personnel practices, as well as applicable laws ai:d regulations.

If there is a philosophical cornerstone to be found in Secretary 3ennett’s adminis-
trative record, it is that no person should receive preferential treatment in any em-
ployment practice on account of race, color, gender, or similar criteria. Ir his view,
true equal employment opportunity is blind to color or sex. In this regard, we be-
lieve the federal government has a special obligation to ensure thac its own employ-
ment practices are absolutely and unambiguously fair. Race, color, or gender should
not, by themselves, confer privilege.

In our view, hiring quotas, goals, or timetables should not be based on these very
criteria. They are not only contradictory, they are also morally wrong, and further-
more, of questionable constitutionality. Secretary Bennett has never wavered in this
belief At the Department of Education, the Secretary will continue the efforts of
the Department to promote equal opportunity for minorities and women. The re-
cruitment and c*.=ach record at ‘he Department is =n excellent orne—far higher
than government-wide averages for women and minorities. We believe that goals
a:d timetables are not needed to ensure equal employment opportunity at the De-
partment.

Quotas, goals, and similar color-conscious employment practices are inherently
negative—by assigning or reserving jobs for some, they contravene our nation’s
deepest principles. A truly color-blind system of employment will be positive—no
one will be denied employment opportunities as a result of race, gender, or other
irrelevant criteria.

The obvious corollary to this is that federal programs should be designed to pro-
note these opportunities as equitably as possibie. The Secretary fully supports
active efforts to ensure that women and minorities have equal opportunities to com-
pete, consistent with the original purpose of the Civil Rights Act.

We strongly believe that continuing these efforts at the Department—without the
arbitrary and unsettling effects of goals or quotas—will set an example for other
agencies to follow. Promoting opportunity for all, rather thun reserving access for
some will fulfill the true purpose of equal employment opportunity.

Thank you.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Willkie.

The next witness is Lawrence Wallace.

Mr. WaLLAcF. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee,
and full committee Chai.man Hawkins, I appreciate this, my first
opportunity, to appear before your subcommittee since taking office
this past February as Assistant Attorney General for Administra-
tion. I am pleased to discuss with you the policies and programs of
the Department of Justice with respect to equal employment oppor-
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tunity, and I look forward to working with you as we seek to
achieve the results that we would all like to have in this area.

My full remarks have been presented to the Subcommittee for
the record. This morning I would merely like to highlight some of
the more important themes in that full testimony, in order to save
time.

In serving as the Assistant Attorney General for Administration,
I am responsible for the oversight and control of the Department’s
adr .jstrative functions, from both a policy and operational per-
spe..ive. My responsibilities include the development and imple-
menation of the Department’s budget, the establishment of per-
sonnel policies, the conduct of financial activities, the management
of computer and other information systems, the procurement of
products and services, and the formulation of security policies. All
matters pertaining to the organization, management and adminis-
tration of the Department of Justice are within my responsibility.

In serving as Assistant Attorney General for Administration, an-
other function that is included is serving as the Department’s
Equal Employment Opportunity Director. In serving in that capac-
ity, I plan to work energetically for continued improvement in the
:esults we seek to have in the area of equal employment opporturi-
y.
The Department of Justice has been described as the largest law
office in the world. It is that and much more. The Department’s
staff exceeds 60,000 persons throughout the country, and it per-
forms many law enforcement functions in addition to providing
legal services to the Government. It is essential to our effectiveness
that we recruit and retain a work force that is diverse in its back-
ground, dedicated in its efforts, and distinguished in its profession-
al excellence. Tv find and keep such a work force, we must be com-
mitted simultaneously to the principles of equal employment op-
portunity and the merit system.

The Department believes that affirmative recruitment and merit
in hiring and promotions are essential to a sound employment
policy. I agree with this, and I can tell you from personal experi-
ence that it is simply not true that merit and affirmative action
are at odds with one another. To the contrary, they are comple-
mentary and effective tools for fulfilling the high demands of Fed-
eral employment.

The Department of Justice equal employment opportunity pelicy
adheres to the equal employment and merit system principle= re-
flected in Federal laws. Through our affirmative outreach ana re-
cruitment programs, we have been able tc recruit increasing num-
bers of talented women and minorities to apply for positions in the
Department. Without additional assistance in the hiring and pro-
motion process, we have found, not tc my surprise, that increasing
numbers of women and minorities are competing successfully for
jobs in the Department. The cornerstone of our program, of course,
is an energetic and creative recruitment program.

We have submitted an equal employment opportunity plan for
women and mir.orities and another one for handicapped persons.
These plans have not included numerical hiring goals. Congress, in
pasring title VII, expressly disavowed any intention to require nu-
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merical hiring goals. Title VII, in the pertinent part, states—and I
quote:

Nothing contained in this subchapter shall be interpreted to require any employer
* * * to grant preferential treatment to any individual or to any group because of
the race, color, religion, sex or national origin of such individual or group on ac-
count of an iraba'ance which may exist with respect to the total number or percent-
age ef persons of such race, color, religion, sex or national origin in any community

Moreover, the very first principle of the merit system set forth in
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 provides—and again I quote:

Recruitment should be from qualified individuals from appropriate sources in an
endeavor to achieve a work force from all segments of society, and selection and
advancement should be determined solely on the basis of relative ability, knowledge,
and skills, after fair and open competition which assures that all receive equal op-
portunity

In my full statement I use the Department’s re.ruitment of law
graduates under the Honors Program to demonstrate our success.
The program is a formal recruitment program to recruit law stu-
dents who will graduate or judicial law clerks whose clerkships will
end in the following year. The Honors Program is, and always has
beer. very competitive at the Department.

The Department undertakes an aggressive outreach effort in
order to attract a diverse pool of highly talented applicants for the
program. This year’s Honor Program selectees are once again out-
standing. More than half of them are in the top 20 percent of their
class, from 60 different law schools. Approximately 50 percent of
them are male, 50 percent of them are female, and 15 percent are
minorities. All of this was accomplished without resort to numeri-
cal quotas or hiring goals. The minorities and women who won
these positions did so on merit, and I fully expect that they will
progress successfully through the Department based on their high
performar.ce and achievement.

In addition to the Honors Program, the Department engages in a
number of outreach activities which are discussed in my full state-
ment. I will not go through them in detail here.

The Department, for example, has a highe: representation of mi-
norities than the representation of minorities in either the Federal
Government’s work force or in the civilian labor work force. For
example, in 1980 and 1983, the Government’s total minority repre-
sentation was 21.5 percent and 23 percent, respectively. For these
same years, the Department of Justice’s minority representation
was 25.5 percent and 29.5 percent, respectively. Preliminary figures
for the Department at the present, excluding the FBI, indicate that
the numbers this vear are expected to be in excess of 37 percent.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by reiterating that the Depart-
ment of Justice is fully commiited to the idea and practices and re-
sults necessary, in equal employment opportunity program. I be-
lieve that our record of increasing numbers and percentages of
women and minorities in the work force over the past several years
demonstrates that commitmert. Moreover, I accept the challenge
to see that it continues.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of W. Lawrence Wallace follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF W LAWRENCE WALLACE, ACTING ASSISTANT ATTORNEY
GENERAL FOR ADMINISTRATION, JUSTICE MANAGEMENT DivisioN

Mr. Chairmar. and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to
appear before you today to discuss the policies and programs of the Department of
Justice with respect to equal employment opportunity. The field of employment is
one of the mst important in civirrights. Denial of employment because of 1ace, na-
tional origin, religion or gender mz:ly well render other civil rights academic. With-
out a fair opportunity to enter and progress in the Jjob market, the rights to ur-
chase a house or obtain an education lose some of their meaning.

In serving as the Assistance Attorney General for Administration, I am responsi-
ble for the oversight and zontrol of the Department’s administrative functicns, from
both a policy and an operations perspective. My responsibilities include the develop-
ment and implementation of the Department's budget, the establishment of person-
nel policies, the conduct of financial activities, the ment of computer and
other information system, the procurement of products and services and the formu-
lation of security policies. All matters pertaining to the organization, management
and administration of the Department are within my responsibility.

The Assistant Attorney General for Administration also serves as the Director of
Equal Employment Opportunity. In that capacity I am responsible for the manage-
ment of the Department’s Equal Employment Opportunity ra. For me, this is
a very challenging and rewarding task. Our existing Equal Employment Opportuni-
ty Program, set forth at 28 CFR Part 42, is a good and dynamic one, but there is
room for improvement and I plan to work enerﬁtjcally for that imfarovement.

The Department of Justice has been described as the la w office in the
world. It is that and much more. The Attorney General is the Federal Government’s
¢ A legal officer. The United States Government is his client, and the employees of
the Department are his staff. That staff, which exceeds 60,000 persons throughout
the country, performs many law enforcement functions in addition to providing
legal services to the departments and agencies of the Government. It is essential to
our effectiveness in performing these functions that we recruit and retain a work
force that is diverse in its background, dedicated in its efforts, and distinguished in
its professional excellence. To find and keep such » work force we must be commit-
ted simultaneously to the principles of equal employment opportunity and the merit
system.

_The Department of Justice believes that affirmative recruiting and merit in
hiring and promotions are the essential elements of a sound employment policy. 1
agree with this; and I can tell you from personal experience that it is simply not
true that merit and affirmative action are at odds with one another. To the con-
trary, they are complementary and effective tools for filling the high demands of
Federal employnient. The Department of Justice Equal Employment Opportunity
Program accordingly is designed to “do justice” to both equal employment opportu-
nity and the merit system.

r equal em lof'ment opportunity plan is consistent with the United States Con-
stitutior,, and the laws passed by Congress. The laws of the United States protect
the rights of every person to pursue his or her em loyment goals in an environment
of racial, religicus, ethnic ang gender neutrality. More specifically, Federal law pro-
hibits discrimination in connection with employment and provides for the adherence
to certain principles of merit in 2mployment practices Compare 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-
16 and 5 U.S.C. § 7201 with 5 US.C. %Zggi

The Department of Justice Equal Employment Opportunity policy adheres to the
equal employment and merit system principles ref{;ted in these laws. It is our
policy and intention to promote vigorously the goal of color-blind justice wherein
race, national origin, religion and sex are irrelevant in the estimation of an individ-
ual’s talents and abilities. Through our affirmative outreach and recruitment pro-
grams, we have been able to recruit increasing nui. ers of taler:ted women and mi-
norities to apply for positions in the Department. Without additional assistance in
the hiring or promotion process, we have found, not to my surprise, that increasing
numbers of women and minorities are coinpeting successfully for jobs in the Depart-
ment. The cornerstone of our program 1s, of course, an energetic and creative re-
cruitment program.

Under the regulations promulgated by the Equal Employment (?portunit Com-
mission, we have gubmitted an B?ual ﬁmployment Opportunity Plan for Women
and Minorities and an Equal Employment Opportunity Plan for Handicapped Per-
sons. These plans have not included numerical hiring and as you are probhably
aware, Congress in passing Title VII expressly disavowed any intention to require
numerical hiring goals. Title VII provides that:
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“InJothing contained in this subchapter shall be interpreted to require any em-
ployer . . . to grant preferential treatment tc any individual or to any group
because of the race, cc.or, religion, sex or national origin of such individual or
group on account of an imbalance which may exist with respect to the total
number or percentage of persons of such race, color, religion, sex or national
origin in any community . . ..”
42 US.C. § 2000e-2(j).
Moreover, the very first Merit System Principle set forth in the Civil Service
. Reform Act of 1978 provides that:
{rlecruitment should be from qualified individuals from appropriate sources in
an endeavor to achieve a work force from all segments of society, and selection
and advancement should be determined solely on the asis of relative ability,
knowledge, and shulls, after fair and open competition which assures thet all re-
. cewwe equal opportunity.” (Emphasis added.)
5U.SC. §?301(b)(1).

I would like to use the Department’s recruitment of law school graduates under
its Honors Program as an example to demonstrate the success of our recruitment
efforts This lpl‘ogmm is a particulerly good examfle because it historically has been
more difficult to recruit and retain women and minorities for attorney positions
than for clerical, administrative or law enforcement positions in the Department.

The Honors Program is a formal recruitment program which is conducted in the
autumn of each year for those law students who will %t:guate, or those Judicial
Law Clerks whose clerkship will end the followin year. Honors Program is ex-
tremely competitive. For the employees -ho will begin work this year, the program
received approximately 3,000 applications for approximately 150 positions.

The Department undertakes a number of aggressive outrezch efforts in order to
attract a diverse pool of highly talented applicants for the Honors Program. Exam-
ples of these efforts include the following:

Annually we publish the Department's Legal Activities Brochure which I have
brought for members of the Subcommittee to review. This publication contains a de-
tailed description of the funcions of each organization within the Department. The
brochure is used by interested applicants to learn about the various components of
the Department and to focus on their areas of interest.

In the late summer, we send a supply of the Legal Activities Brochure and the
current edition of the Honors Program z:gglication form to the placement office of
every law school in the country accredited by the American Bar Association. We
also send a supply of the same material to minority law student organizations, Fed-
eral Judges, and the administrative offices of the state courts. We then make follow-
up telephone calls to all placement officers to make sure they have an adequate
supply of brochures and application forms.

We attend the annual conventions of minority bar associations to discuss employ-
ment opportunites at the Department. Among other thinﬁ, we contact law school
faculty members at these and other events to promote the Honors Program.

We arrange for Department representatives to make presentations at law schools
throughout the country. At each school, we contact the minority student organiza-
tions 30 ensure that its membership is notified of our appearance and encouraged to
attend.

This year’s Honors Frogram selectees are once again outstanding. More than half
of them are in the top 20 percent of their class (about 80 percent are in the top third
of their class) and approximately cne-third of ;hem are judicial law clerks. They are
graduates of more than 60 different law schools throughout the country. Approxi-
mately 50 percent are male, 56 percent are female, and 15 percent are minorities.
All of this was accomplished without resort to numerical quot. or hiring foals. The
minorities and women who won those positions did 8o on merit, and I fully expect
that they will progress successfuily through the Department based on their perform-
ance and achievement

In addition to the Honors Program, the Department engages in a number of other

. outreach activities aimed at enhancing our recuritment efforts for other gener, .
schedule positions.

For a better understanding of those activities, I would like to give you a brief de-
scription of how the Department organizes its Equal Employment Oprortunity pro-

am Beginning at the Department level, I have a staff consisting of - Director and
ifteen ?ersons whose role is to promulgate regulations, policy and guidance in the
areas of affirmative recruitment and complaint processing. Four of the senoir staff
members are Special Emphasis Program Managers, for the Black Affairs Program,
the Federal Women's Program, the Hispanic Employment Program, and the Selec-
tive Placement Program l%r Handicapped Persons and Disabled Veterans. The pri-
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mary responsibility of these Special Emphasis Program Managers is to develop tar-
geted recruitment efforts, upward mobility programs, career counseling, commemo-
rative events and special recognition programs. In addition, each of the Depart-
ment’s seven bureaus have full comﬁlementa of Equal Employment Opportunity
Staff specialists including special emphasis managers who perform related functions
in the bureaus.

In May of this year, I convened a two-day conference and training session for all
of the Department's Equal Employment Dpportunity staffs. OQur participants includ-
ed representatives from the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, as Civil
Rights Division of this Department, the Personnel Services, General Counsel and
Laber Relations Staffs of the Justice Manegement Division, as well as outside con-
sultants. This was the first Department-wide meeting on this subject in several
years, and I am encouraged by the positive evaluation that we received from the
participants. I plan to convene similar sessions in future years.

I would like to highlight several significant outreach activities of the Department.

First, in support of President Reagan’s Executive Order 12320, pertaining to His-
torically Black Colleges and Universities, the Department has developed and imple-
mented a written plan designed to assist these institutions. This assistance includes
helping several of the colleges in strengthening theii criminal justice program cur-
ricula by providing program specialists to conduct on-site seminars in the field of
criminal justice. Additionally. we are working to assist other schools that have ex-
p;'essed an interest in establishing criminal justice programs as part of their curric-
ula.

Second, the Department co-sponsors with the Department of Treasury the Inter-
agency Cominittee on Women in Federal Law Enforcement. The Committee’s focus
i8 to enhance the hiring, training and promotion opportunities of women, to address
the special concerns of women in the field of law enforcement, and to provide a
forum for the discussion of special concerns and issues.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Drug Enforcement Administration,
two of our largest bureaus, have established a centralized office to coordinate their
minority recruitment efforts for hiring Special Agents.

The Department also has identified and now participates in nearly every major
conference sponsored by women, minority or handicapped organizations throughout
the country. As we meet today, over twenty of our minority attorneys are represent-
ing the Departme~t at the National Bar Association’s Annual Convention in Chica-
g0 We know that our participation in this convention in past years has led to the
recruitment of a number of Black attorneys to the Department. Other conferences
and conventions to which we send recruitment representatives include:

President’s Committee on Employment of the Handicapped; Blacks in Govern-
ment; National Urban League; NPAACP; League of United Latin Ametican Citizens
(LULAC); National Council of Puerto Rican Women; Federally Employed Women
(FEW); International Expo for the Disabled; Hispanic Bar Association; American
Indian Bar Association; and IMAGE.

These efforts over the past several years have enabled the Department to increase
significartly the employment opportunities for women, minorities, handicapped in-
dividuals and disabled veterans. The Department’s minority employee representa-
tion has been consistently higher than the representation of minorities in the total
Federal Government workforce as well as higher than the minority cisv.lian labor
forc.. For example, in 1980 and 1983. the Government's total minority employee
representation was 21.5 parcent and 23 percent, respectively. For these same years,
the Department of Justice minority representation v:»s 255 percent and 29.5 per-
cent, respectively.

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to further comment on a point 1 made earlier,
namely, that 1 intend to work energeticaily in carrying out my responsibilities as
Director of Equal Employment Opportunity for the Department of Justice. I believe
that an effective recruitment strategy must be coupled with an equally effective re-
tention strategy when 1t comes to managing human resources. Given the tremen-
dous investment the Department makes in training and development of its employ-
ces, we must ensure that we reap a fair return in the form of experienced adminis-
trators, seasoned litigation managers, and law enforcement supervisors. While there
is some evidence of our success in this regard, I plan in the future to focus more
attention on monitoring the progr a8 of women, the handicapped, and minority em-
ployees as they seek to advance to higher levels of responsibility and authority in
the Department. In serving as the Assistant Attorney General for Administration, 1
interd to utilize the full resources of that office to formulate the necessary policies
and methodologies tha* will permit me to accomplish that objective.
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Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by reiterating that the Department of Justice is
fully committed *1 the iaea and practice of equal employment opportunity. I believe
that our record 1n increasing the numbers and percentages of women and minorities
in our workforce over the past several years demonstrates that commitment. More-
over, I accept the challenge to see that it continues.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Wallace.

It seems like the big hangup is providing numbers, timetables
and goals for affirmative action remedies. It seems important that
within a certain period of time a discriminatory situation that has
existed for years and years must be reversed according to these
oals we have set for ourselves in trying to recruit or attract or

ire certain kinds of people that have not hitherto been given the
opportunity. We're not going to provide those numbers to anybody
and we’re not going to set down a plan for anybody. What you have
done is outline a plan. Let me use your own words. You said “num-
bers this year.” You said “increasing numbers and percentages” in
your last few statements.

My question to you is, then, what is the hangup on providing
somebody with the plan that you seem to be initiating anyway, just
to comply with the law that says you will provide that plan? I don’t
understand that.

I mean, I understand the ideals that Mr. Agresto was talking
about, that we have to be color blind, gender blind, national origin
blind, ethnic b'ind and all that, and those are all things that we're
trying {0 do, because that is inherent in the Constitution of the
United States, that all men were created equal. So how do w. get
hung up on not providing a measureable plan to redress people? If
we know in our conscience we are doing it anyway, what is wrong
with proving to the world that we are? wer me that.
beMr. WALLACE. The Department is not unwilling to provide num-

rs-———.

Mr. MARTINEZ. They refused to do it. That doesn’t S(i:mre. They
are not doing it. They haven’t done it. You just stated they are not
going to do it.

Go ahead. I'm sorry.

Mr. WaLLACE. The Department is not unwilling to provide num-
bers on its work force profile, which is a factual matter of the
progress or the lack of progress the Department might make. The
EEOC and the Office o? Personnel Management have established
what statistics will constitute underre})resentation in each year.
The Department will provide a work force profile for each year,
which can be utilized in relationship to the underrepresentation
figures to determine what our progress is.

What the Department has n unwilling to do, on the other
hand, is go along with a procedural requirement of EEOC to
project ahead as to what the numbers wilﬂ)e on the basis of goals
and timetables.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Why not extrapolate? You know, you’re going to
do it anyway, because you have it there in front of you. You used
the words yourseif, pr or lack of progress. That'’s all we're
trying to find out, was there progress or lack of progress. You pro-
vide us with the numbers, and then you say, in order to Jjustify that
you are working towards that goal—I don’t understand. Eve?'body
gets hung up on what we're 22ing to do in the future and how
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we're going to discriminate or not i~criminate, and all we’re
tiying to do is eliminate a problem of discrimination that has exist-
ed for many years and make it more equal for everybody—and you
all seem to agree to that. Sc ali we have to do is know where we
are and where we’re going.

You know, the only way we can mcke plans for the future is to
know where we’re falling down and where we’re not trying to
attain those goals. And to attair *hat without denying anyboay
that is already there. Nobody wauts to deny another worker their
Job. But there certainly is attrition in every situation and that at-
trition gives us the opportunity to rectify the discrimination that
existed before, and I challenge any of you to deny that there h:s
not been discrimination in the past.

Mr. Agrasto.

Mr. Acresto. And nor, may I add, do we wish to continue it in
any way. You're absolu‘ely right, sir. The distinction we are
making is a very narrow distinction, tut I think, at least for my
testimony and my belief, it is a crucial distinction. It is very
narrow.

We have done exactly as the Justice Department has done, as my
colleague has testified. We have submitted everything that was
asked of us by OMB, by the EEOC, by the other agencies, asking
for a profile of our work force. We have no problem with that.
Where we do draw the line, though, sir, is saying what will be our
ratio or sex-b: sed goal- for hiring or promotion in the future. We
do not want to say—we don’t think we can say—that we have cer-
tain goals that we intend to fulfill based on race and sex.

Now, we would be glad to show a profile of our work force now
and in the future and in the past. But we are really, in fact,
obliged, I think, not to say that we have as our goal, cr we have as
a certain timetable, the hiring of x, y, or 2 numbers on the basis of
~ex and race. That seems to us to be beyond what should be called
upon us to do.

Mr. MARTINEZ. If you had a situation where you obviously knew
that the numbers of employed minorities didn’t square with the
qualified people available because they have been denied, and you
knew that, and you say “well, we want to rectify that”’—because I
think that’s what you're saying but you are reluctant to say how
you're going to overcome that.”

I don’t care what anybody says, if you're going to overcome a dis-
criminatory situation that existed before, you have to at least in
your own mind set about how you're going to do it, and when you
do that, you set a goal in your own mind, and you even set a time-
table, because without a tinietable you’ll never get it done. It is just
good planning for yourself and tho agency and anybody else that
you say—-if I want to know that I want to accumulate an{thing in
the way of productivity, I have got to set some measure by which
I'm going to get there.

Mr. Acresto. We do not have set for ourselves, either implicitly
or explicitly, in the back of our minds or the front of our minds,
any particular percentage or ratio of any particular sex or race
that we intend to hire at the agency——
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Mr. MarTINEZ. Then that’s a contradiction of what you said, be-
cause what you say is “we do not want to be this way, and if we
are this way, then we have to do sometking——"

Mr. WiLLkIE. Mr. Chairman, we do have a goal. Our goal is to
ensure that all our cmployees are considered for employment op-
portunities, hiring, promotion, irrespective of race, color, sex.
That’s our goal. We engage in full . isclosure.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Ther if there’s an imbalance in minority employ-
ment now, you recognize that something has to be changed?

Mr. WiLLkIE. To that point, speaking factaally, I think you have
before you today three agencies, the statisvics tor which are above
average, Government average, at all levels of employment.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Fine. Ther. all you have to say is “we have at-
tained our goal” and issue that as a repc.t. But you are reluctant
to even do that.

Let me ask Mr. Agresto a question. I #m sure you are familiar
with your precursor at NEH, Mr. Joseph " uifey.

Mr. AcresTo. Yes.

Mr. MarTINEZ. In 1980 he stated—ana I am going to quote exact-
ly—*“in order to overcome the effects of past—"" and I want to un-
derscore the word “—past discrimination, the equal employment
opportunity policy requires special affirmative action throughout
the agency. EEOQ, therefore, cannot be a neutral policy.”

What is your response to this call for ncnreutral policy for previ-
ous, understand, previous race or sex discrimination?

Mr. Acresto. Mr. Duffey’s policy on that score is not my poiicy,
nor was it the policy of the agency under Mr. Bennett. The policy
of the agency has been set for us, not only in terms of what I stated
here in the le:ter that was sent to the EEOC, but our own national
council, which said a year ago that the National Endowment for
the {Iumanities would neither favor nor slighc anyone on the basis
of race or sex, creed, c('or or nationai origin.

We have, contrary to what was said, a neutral, not a nonn.utral,
policy. I think that is in line witn what you said was the goals of
the Constitution itself.

Mr. MaRTINEZ. Yes; but you completely ignore—the fact that
where there has been discrimination, where there is an imbalance,
you cau, without penalizing anybody, rectify that matter, especially
if vou get people that are yualified.

Mr. WiLLkie. Mr. Chairman, we all agpear beiore you today as
stronz adherents and sunporters of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, oty the
role that EEOC otherwise pleys, as Mr. Agresto has articulated.
We have a strong objection 0 one, comparatively narrow, part of
the request that EEOC has put to us. This does not mean that we
are not mindful of the tragic history of this country, where oppor-
tunities were denied based on race or sex and other criteria which
resulted. It is a tragic heritage that this country had in some re-
spects, s~.a we're all mindful of that. We just disagree as to how we
andress that situation today.

In our view, the best way to get to a color, race-blind, sex-blind
society, is to begin to act on that practice r.ow rather than under-
mining the original tenets of the 1964 civil righ., legislation by in-
jecting the concept of goals and timetables.
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Mr. MarTINEz. I agree with you, and you just said we have to act
on this now. Those are your words. We have to act on this now.

Now, without setting some goal, how are we going to act on it? It
seems impossible that we can act on it unless we set something in
our minds—and you just did—that we're going to do something
about it. That’s the point. And *hen you said you are not willing to
})e in violation of the law, but you actually are in violation of the -

aw.

Mr. WaLLACE. Mr. Chairman, may I add, with respect specifically
to the Department of Justice—and I believe the other agencies are
in the same court with »s—that we are succeeding. The statistics .
and the numbers show our performance in addressing the underre-
presentation that used to exist. At the present time I know in the
Department of Justice that the statistics for minorities, women,
handicapped, and in each category and in each job level category
that we look at, as reported by this very subcommittee in a report
last August, are meeting or moving toward the goal of eliminating
the underrepresentation.

When I look at the submanagers in my department who report
through me on affirmative action, I look at it in the same way that
EEOC's compliance manual states:

The most important measure of an affirmative action program is its results. Ex-
wensive efforts to develop procedures, analyses, data collection systems, report forms

and ﬁl:;e written policy statements are meaningless unless the end product is mea-
sur.able.

What I am saying to the subcommittee today is that our end 7o
sults, our achievements, are measureable. We are making progress.
I commit to the subcommittee that under my tenure I will continue
to achieve that progress in these areas, to elirainate the underre-
presentation that existed in the past.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Then you will share with EEOC your report as to
what your progress is and what your prospectives are for that
progress?

Mr. WaLLACE. We will, as we have in the past, report to EEQOC
what our plans are in terms of removing varriers and affirmative
recruitment and pool Luilding activities for the year that is past
and the year that is coming. We will report to them the actual
facts of what——

Mr. MarTINEZ. But you won’t report to them what you expect to
aﬁ:o'r’nplish, or in what period of time you will expect to accomplish
that?

Mr. V'aLLace. We will not report goals and timetables as the
EEOC directive presently states. .

M: MarriNez. Forget about the terminology “‘goals and timeta-
bl~-."” You will not share with them what your persons  goal is in
vour role. You are sharing with the subcommittee what you hope
to accomplish and achieve, but you will not share that with them? ’

Mr. WaLLAck. 1 will share with EEOC my personal goals to make
best efforts through all of the various mechanisms that we have es-
tablished in the department. I will describe those mechanisms to
EEOC. We will evaluate those mechanisms for the ones that are
working an2 the ones that are not working. We Fk-ve already
begun in the Depariment under my recent tenure. In February, or
maybe it was late Jonuary, I brought on a new equal employment
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opportunity director, and for the first time in recent years we have
a minority who is also tl.e director of equal employment opportuni-
ty who reports to me. We held in May the first departmentwide
equal employment opportunity conference, bringining in all of the
equal employment opportunity managers and experts from the var-
ious bureaus and sugcomponents of the Department of Justice. We
are looking at new systems right now to aid an assist our efforts,
to make sure that we can evaluate how well we are doing with the
attempts we make to eliminate underrepresentation and we will
report to EEOC the results of these profiles.

Mr. MARTINEZ. You seem like a very responsible person, and
very organized. Would you tell me personally if you have set out
for yourself goals ar d timetables?

Mr. WaLLACE. I would not describe it as goals and timetables in
the legal sense. Before I became an administrator and manager, I
was a litigator in the Department for a long time, so I am very
careful about the :tilization of words as they might relate back to
their legal mecaing.

On the other hand, I believe within the structure, as it exists at
the Department of Justice, we can achieve the ultimate resuilt of
eliminating underrepresentation through the mechanisms that I
intend to employ and enforce at the Department of Justice.

Mr. MarTINEZ. You say we can achieve. How long will it take
you, do you have any idea, a projection? You must have said in
your mind “Well, by a certain time I should have done this, this,
and this, and I will be able to accomplish this. And this may be
more speculative and it may take me a little longer, so I won’t set
a timetable for it.”

Mr. WaLLACE. That is one of the problems that the administra-
tion and the Department has with the goals and timetables con-
cept, because I don’t want to be locked into not being able to

:ceed some arbitrary projection or limit that we set in the future.

Mr. MARTINEZ. But that's admirable——

Mr. WALLACE. If I go past that, I don’t want to say to myself, nor
my staff, that it is time to stop. We will continue as long as the
civil rights law and the Civil Service Reform Act allow us to con-
tinue to——

Mr. MARTINEZ. I am sure that cny goal set by any agency, of
those 106 thet have, nobody would go vack and penalize them or be
punitive toward them for exceeding their goals. All we're asking
for us some kind of an idea of when can we, as the Government,
expect that we will practice those things that we profess we believe

.n.

I far exceeded my 5 minutes and I wanted to stick to the 5
minute rule.

Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Hawkins. Well, I don’t know that anyone is worried about
anybody exceeding any goals and timetables around here, so that
gratuitous remark, I think, leaves a little humor in this. I am rot
80 sure you agree, any of you, that goals and timetables are part of
the law and that they have been judicially upheld in a series of
court challenges. You seem to disagree with that and are stating
your personal principles.
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Can you make any distinction between what the law requires on
the one hand and what your princirles seem to be, which is some-
thing separate from what the law is’

Mr. “};:LKIE. Mr. Chairman, I think——

Mr. Hawkins. [ don’t get that distinction.

Mr. WiLLKIE. Mr. Chairman, [ think that all of us would stoutly
resist the notion that any of our agencies violated Federal law in
failing to provide goals and timetables in the past. This is not to
ignore the fact that in specific cases, where discrimination actions
have been brought, that the Federal judiciary has upheld the use of
goals and timetables to addresses specific cases——

Mr. Hawkins. Do you agree with the court in upholding goals
and timetables, that goals and timetables are permissible and they
are consistently Itlehe d by the courts?

Mr. WiLLKIE. Mr. Chairman, they are permissible in specific cir-
cumstances, with all due respect, based on a finding of specific dis-
crimination. In the 20-year history-——

Mr. HaAwkins. That's not true. In Weber you did not have a find-
ing of discrimination.

Mr. WILLKIE. That was a voluntary plan, a private employer and
union.

Mr. Hawkins. There was absolutely no finding of discrimination
in the Weber case.

Mr. WiLLKIE. But it was a voluntary plan.

Mr. Hawkins. You have set asides of numerical goals and time-
tables, which upholds the principle of goals and timetables. You
don’t have a single case that supports your contention that you can
completely ignore a directive asking you to set goals and timeta-
bles. You say that somehow that is against your moral principles.

Mr. WiLLkIE. Mr. Chairman, I think——

Mr. HAwkiNns. Can you cite a case that upholds the position thet
you take?

Mr. WiLLkiE. Yes. In the Bakke case, the majority opinion of the
court was to the effect that goais and timetables, such remedies
were appropriate, but only where there was a specific finding of
discrimination.

Mr. Hawkins. Even in Bakke, it was the position of the court
that you could have race-conscicus remedies, which seems to be
denied‘li;' all three of you.

Mr. WiLLkie. No. I don’t dispute, and I don’t think any of us
would dispute, that the Supreme Court——

Mr. Hawkins. You disagree that a majority of the court has
{;lllle;i, in cases brought before it, in upholding goals and timeta-

es?

Mr. WiLLKIE. Absolutely not, absolutely not.

Mr. Hawkins. You do not disagree with that?

Mr. V/iLukie. No. But I don’t think that means that any of us
have acted in violation of Federal law.

Mr. Hawkins. Well, your agencies are not willing to accept the
concept of goals and timetables. Do you deny that?

Mr. WiLLkIE. That is correct. That is correct.

Mr. HAwkINS. And you have been directed to do so?

Mr. WiLLKIE. We have been directed to do so by EEOC, whose au-
thority has been challenged by the Attorney General on this
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matter, the chief law enforc ment official of the United States. I
don’t think there is anywhere-———

Mr. Hawxins. The Attorney General has challenged many de<i-
sions, and he has tried to change the rulings of Supreme Court. I'm
asking you about the Supreme Court, not what the Attorney Gen-
eral says, in all due respect to the Attorney General. We may have
differences with him on wha* the law says.

But has the court itself agreed with your position?

Mr. WiLLkiE. In some cases, yes, perhaps in others—

Mr. Hawkins. In what case did they agree with it?

Mr. WiLLkiE. I don’t think that—I think the more appropriate
question to ask, Mr. Chairman, is there any situation——

[Laughter.]

Mr. WiLLkie. You know, if we had been in violation of Federal lax
we would have been——

Mr. Hawkins. Isn't it appropriate to ask ycu to cite a specific
case——

Mr. WiLLkiE. I will cite a specific decision for you.

Mr. Hawkins. A specific Supreme Court opinion upholding your
opposition on goals and timetables?

Mr. WiLLkie. Yes. There is another agency, which is not repre-
sented here today, which is the Federal Trade Commission. They
were another agency which has failed to provide goals and timeta-
bles as requested by EEOC.

Now, unlike the three of our agencies, the FTC has had a long-
time employment discrimination suit pending against it by career
attorneys. In the context of the ongoing litigation—and that suit
has been in Federal District Court in the District of Columbia for
several years—the FTC told the Federal District judge that they
were not going to provide goals and timetables and the judge said
he didn’t have any problem with that, even though they are under
order to pursue other affirmative action remedies.

Mr. Hawkins. Would you cite the case itself?

Mr. WiLLkiE. Yes. It is Bachman versus Pertschuk.

Mr. HAwkins. All right. We will let Kou get away with that this
mggning. I would doubt seriously if that decision said what you
said.

However, do you deny that the law as interpreted in Weber,
Briggs and Fullilove, aud the host of other cases—I cite three, at
least—makes it very plain and clear that numericel goals and
timetables are legitimate and are permissible? We're not talking
about the conditions under which they did hold it was permissible,
and can you cite any source ths supports the position which seems
to be that there is a difference between what the law says and
what your principles dictate you do.

Now, if we can prove to you that the law says what we think it
says, and it differs from gour principle, which would you uphold,
the law or your principles’

Mr. WiLLkiE. I think any Federal official who is sworn to uphold
the law has to uphold ail laws, whether he agrees cr disagrees.

Mr. Hawnins. Then let me ask the gentleman representing the
national endowment, who seems to state in a very beautiful way
his principle about a colorblind scciety. If you found that your prin-
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ciple was in conflict with the law, would you pursue your principle
or would you uphold the law? Which woula you do?

Mr. AGREsTO. Let me begir ith a question that you and Mr.
Willkie were talking about and then come to that.

Mr. Hawkins. No, answer mine.

Mr. Acresro. All right, I will answer your question first, then.

If I were told that I must, as the head of an agency, supply goals
and timetables as a matter of law, I would resign my position as
the head of that agency, for I would not put myself in a position of
discriminating on the basis of race and sex.

Mr. Hawkins. All right. You have been forthright and I appreci-
ate it. I understand where you're coming from.

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Williams.

Mr. WiLLiaMs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. willkie, in expressing, to use Mr. Hawkins' term, your per-
sonal views, and apparently those of Secretary Bennett, you refer
in your testimony to quotas, goals, and timetables as contradictcry,
contravening our Nation’s deepest principles, and morally wrong.
And then, in apparent reference to the law, you say, “However, we
have not reached a decision regarding the inclusion of goals,
quotas, and timetables in the Department’s annual equal employ-
ment opportunity plan.”

So while you and Mr. Bennett think they are cont.adictory and
contravene our N..‘ion’s deepest principles and are n.orally wrong,
you haven’t decided whether or not you’re going to do it. W%ly?

Mr. WiLLkie. We don’t need to submit that pian until the end of
the year. If we can avoid providing goals and timetables while oth-
erwise being fully consistent with all legal requirements, that is
the Position that we will take. However, I think it is the Sccre-
tary's view that it is incumbent upon him, as a Cabinet officer, as
the Secretary of a major department, to fully consult with the req-
uisite offices of the Department, to seek its legal advice, the Office
of the General Counsel, and ensure that whatever position he tukes
fully comports will all legal requirements.

ir. WiLLIAMS. As an attorney, would you be comfortable if each
Secretary, each member of the Cabinet, devised his or her own
methods for deciding how our people are to be assured equality of
employment opportunity, or do we need a Federal-wide system of
approaching that serious national effort?

Mr. WiLLkie. We have no problem—indeed, we fully support the
oversight role of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.
But I think within that context, obviously different departments
and agencies have different programs, different plans, for address-
ing equal employment needs within their respective offices.

Mr. WiLLiaMs. We are really talking here not so much, in my
judgment. about a technique that contravenes what our Founding
Fathers intended but rather, a technique that is simply a 11anage-
ment tool. Setting a target for rate of progress is a management
tool. It is long used in this country. Private industry uses it with
regard to equal employment in hiring practices. The Federal Gov-
ernment, at least parts of it represented at this table, and appar-
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ently one other, have decided that it is not a good management
technique.

With what will you replace it?

Mr. WiLLkie. With an effort to ensure that individuals are con-
sidered for employment opportunity based on merit alone.

Mr. WiLLiAMS. And would you do that Federal-wide through all
departments and agencies? )

. WiLLKIE. Philosophically, yes. You know, I am here speaking
on behalf of the Department of Education.

Mr. WiLLiaMs. And who will decide who is of merit?

Mr. WILLKIE. Any employer.

Mr. WiLLiAMS. Will we have a merit standard Federal-wide, gov-
ernmentwide, or will we have one for Secretary Bennett and a dif-
ferent one for Attorney General Meese?

Mr. WiLLkie. Congressman, I think that obviously any Cabinet
secretary, any agency head, any Gov..nment employer, has to
make his or her own evaluations as to the respective merits of em-
ployees in considering opportunities for promotion or demotion or
whatever employment actions are taken. Obviously, there are all
kinds of constraints and considerations. One has to operate within
the context of all civil service requirements and such. But I would
doubt that any of us dispute the notion that an employer has to
exercise a certain latitude of discretion in evaluating the merit of
employees ir making employment decisions.

Mr. WiLLiAMS. On the face of it, I prefer your system. I prefer
hiring people on merit and, were I a secretary, would prefer to do
it that way. However, in this land we have found that law should
substitute for personal opinion when it comes to matters as impor-
tant as not excluding huge portions of the American population
from equality of hiring. So we have substituted for our own person-
a}ll judgments with regard to merit the law. You want to reverse
that.

Mr. WiLLkIE. No, I do not. We fully support all applicable civil
rights laws. Our position was based—as the general counsel of the
National Endowment for the Humanities, I would not have advised
the chairman of that agency, Mr. Bennett, that he could take that
position, but were it not for the fact that the Attorney General of
the United Sates had taken that position based on the "egal posi-
tion that in seeking those specific goals and timetables E had
exceeded its statutory authority.

Mr. Clarence Thomas, in appearing before Congresswoman Col-
ling’ conimittee, said that he cﬁg not think that Mr. Bennett had
been in violstion of any law as a consequence.

Mr. Agresto. Can I underscore that?

Mr. WiLLIAMS. Please.

Mr. AGresto. Even though we have laid out philosophical posi-
tions, I would not want to leave y wu with the impression that any
0i us think we are—in fact, I thiuk all of us know we are not—in
violation of any law.

When close to 2 years ago the Attorney General William French
Smith issued a statement that this management directive by EEOC
did not have the binding force of law, a::gi that his Department did
not choose to comp‘}a' with it, he did it on t..e best reading of the
law as he had it. We read that. We examined the law ourselves
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and, in fact, came to the same conclusion, that this management
directive did not have the binding force of law. Other agencies did
the same.

When we appeared as an agency before Congresswoman Collins
just about a year ago, the Director of OMB tes.ified that we're not
in violation of any law that he knew; the Director of EEOC testi-
fied we were not in violation of any law that he knew. Our Nation-
al Counsel and the Justice Department came to the same conclu-
sion.

I would not want to le: ve you with the impression that we think
we are in any way in violation of the law. We have refused to
comply with the management directive, which management direc-
tive we do not think comports with the necessities of the law.

Mr. WiLLiams. [ understand that. And in closing-—I know my
time is about to expire—let me say that I have not indicated my
belief, I have not indicated a judgment, that you are n violation of
the law, I think you're skirting it. What I believe you want to do is
substitute the subjective opinion of the employer for regulations
which have provided good manageraent techriques with which to
meet the letter of the law. You prefer to substitute the subjective
judgment of the Secretary of Education in hiring people on some-
thing called “merit”. I just think that’s a substitution that is not in
the best interest of equal employment opportunity.

Mr. Acresto. If I can extend your time for a second, we think it
would be far better, we know it is far better, to judge people on the
basis of merit and to hire and select and promote people on the
basis of merit than on the basis of race.

Mr. WiLLiams. Of course, you do that, too. That has been done.

Mr. Acgresto. We think, therefore, it has been more than just a
management directive. I mean, we do have philosophical objec:ions,
real objections, to hiring people with race-conscious, gender-con-
scious goals in mind. We will not hire them on that basis, We think
that to be repu,mant.

Mr. MARTINEZ. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be brief and live
within the 5 minutes.” Needless to say, I am very bothered about
the positions that have been taken by the witnesses here.

I understood you to say that you are supportive of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act. I want to be ciear as to what steps you see that one
should take to measure violations of that act and any corrections if
such violations are found, which have been the case. Are you
saying, in the absence of the endorsement of a procedure in
goais and timetables to do it, we should depend on the judgment of
all citizens based on their understanding of the need for equality?
How do you r.easure change? Should we wait on that small trickle
of human kindness to flow through the same veins they have
flowed through over the years to correct the wrongs in the area of
discriminetion in employment, which we admit exists, or should we
by chance continue to wait another several hundred ears to cor-
rect a situation which right here in this augnst body of which I'm o
Eart—435 Members of the House of Representatives, and we only

ave 20 who are black, as you well know, Mr. Wallace; we have
none in the Senate—in the pressures that are developing, particu-
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larly among the younger generation, who begin to move toward
some equality when it comes to representation.

I only use that as a hypothetical example. I am just bothered :f
a situation where we represent 12 percent of the population acco.d-
ing to census figures, where roughly 53 percent of this country are
women, and yet we only have 23 female Members as I think of the
House of Representatives that happen to be women. Should they
use this measurement of numbers in order to push for change, or
do we have to wait on the understanding of largely white males to
bring about this change?

These are the things that bother me in terms of moving in the
direction of effectuating changes. You don’t want to use goals or
timetables.

Mr. WaLLACE. Representative Hayes, inay I reply?

Jn terms of the dismay that you express with regard to certain
situations that may exist in various components of i.is country, I
could not disagree with you at all. Congress, in its wisdom, we be-
lieve, I believe, has acted particularly in the area that we're talk-
ing about today of Federal sector civil service employment. Con-
gress, also, on the other hand, in its wisdom, exempted the Con-
gress from all of the civil rights laws.

But in ing the Civil Service Reform Act, specifically section
310, in 1978, Congress established a minority recruitment program.
In that program, the law directs in the pertinent part that execu-
tive agencies shall conduct a continuing program of recruitment of
members of minorities for positions in the agency in a manner de-
signed to eliminate underrepresentaticn of minorities in the vari-
ous categories of civil service employment.

rurther, in the Congress’ conference report, the conferees stated
that it was their understanding and intention that that section is
solely a recruitment program and not a program which will deter-
mine and govern appointments. Congressman Garcia, the principal
sponsor of that particular provision, stated that it will strengthen
the affirmative action program of the Civil Service by instituting
statutes which enforce a meaningful outreach and recruitment pro-
gram while in no way even implying hiring quotas.

Finally, I would like to state with regard to our reading of the
law, if you look at the other provisions of the Civil Service Reform
Act passed at the same time, that act expressly requires that per-
sonnel decisions be made solely on the basis of merit and there is a
specific prohibition of preferential treatment for the pu of
improving or ".ijuring the prospect of any particular individual or
category of individuals.

It is within that framework of law that we operate, but it is my
belief that the elimination of the underrepresentation that Con-
gress called for can and is being eliminaﬁedp specifically in the De-
partment of Justice.

Mr. HaYes. Let me get in one more comment. I've got one
minute left. This is directed to your Department, Mr. Wallace.

According to the draft annual report of the 2mploymer:t of mi-
norities, women and handicapped individuals in the Federal Gov-
ernment for fiscal Fy:ear 1983, the Denartment of Justice ranked 32d
overall out of 70 Federal agencies, 16th for the average grade of
female whitc collar workers, 45th for average grade of Hispanic
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white collar workers, 33d for percentage of females in the profes-
sional work force, and 44th in the percentage of minorities in the
professional work force.

How do you explain these dismal figures when the Department
of Justice is the lead law enforcement agency of the United States
Government? How do you explain these numcgers?

Mr. WaLLAcE. As I indicated in my prepared statement that was
submitted for the record, there are improvements that the Depart-
ment of Justice can and should make. What I would also like to
add are the statistics for the record to date that were in the August
report of the Subcommittee, which indicates that when you take
the total minority employees a* Justice and comparing it to the
overall Government, we were at 29.5 percent in that same year,
and the Government was at 23 percent.

If you take the grades 16 through 18 and the Senior Executive
Service, the highest level of the civil service, the Governrient was
at 13 percent and Justice was at 15 percent. If you take the next
highest level, the Government was at 10 percent, Justice vas at 13
percent. If you take the next level down, the Governmen. was at
17.5 percent, Justice was at 23.5 percent. You take the next level
down, the Uovernment as a whole was at 29 percent, Justice was at
36 percent. If you take the next level down, the Government as a
whole was at 35.5 percent, and Justice was at 50 percent.

I indicate those statistics as at that point in time Justice had
come farther than it had at any prior point, and after we get the
next year’s data in, it is our preliminary expectation that further
progress will be made and we will continue our efforts to keep that
progress going forward.

r. Haves. You're saying we have come this far, up until this
moment, and we don’t want to go backward; we want to continue
to move forward.

Mr. WALLACE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Haves. CK. Thank you. No furiher questions.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

I would like to thank the witnesses & appearing before us.

In closing, gentlemen, I would iike to say—and especially to Mr.
Wallace—everything you have said and done and indicated today
indicates that ﬁ'ou are very conscious of percentages and numbers
and how fast those percertages and numbers grow to reflect a posi-
tive action, which indicates, in my own opinion, that you have set
timetables and goals, whether you accept them or admit them.

Mor« than that, in every day, in every one of our lives, all of you,
and me, too, we do set timetables and goals in everrhing we do,
even in Government. We are given 2 years in which we promise
our constituents to do a certain thing, and then we set out to try to
accomplish that within that 2 years o that they may give us an-
other two years. So like all of you in your jobs, in your personal
lives, you have set timetables and goals, “nd there is nothing
wrong with that. Somehow you've got to get o er that.

I thank you again for appearing before us.

Mr. AGRESTO. nk you, sir.

Mr. WILLkizE. Thank you, sir.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Our next pane! ccnsists of the Honorable Arthur
Flemming, chairman of the Citizens’ Commission on Civil Rights,
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and Rick Seymour, Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under
Law. Gentlemen, would you please come forward.

The chair would like to again announce that all prepared state-
ments will be entered into the record in the:r entirety, and the wit-
nesses need only summarize their statements.

Dr. Flemming, inadvertently you were told you were restricted to
5 minutes. That is not so. Under the House committee rules, the
Memtbers of the Committee are rest:icted to 5 minutes in their
gt;estioning. As you ha 2 noticed, we don’t always adhere to that.

you are free to take the time you need.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS’
COMMISSION ON CIViL RIGHTS; AND RICHARD T. SEYMOUR, DI-
RECTOR, EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION PROJECT, LAWYERS’
COMMITTEE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER LAW, A PANEL

Dr. FLEMMING. I will make my comments brief, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate very much the opportunity of appearing before you
on this matter. I have noted with interest that on July 25, a year
ago, that I appeared bef:ire another subcommittee dealing with this
same issue and I listened to some of the same witnesses at that
time preceding me.

As I understood the letter that you wrote me, at least one of the
purposes of this hearing is to consider H.R. 781, introduced by Rep-
resentative Collins. I do appreciate the opportunity of appearing in
connection with your consideration of this bill, as well ay your con-
sideration of some oversight matters.

I feel that the civil rights community is indebted to you because
of your willingness to come to grias with one of the most important
issues confronting our Nation in this area. The Congress has un-
equivocally, it seems to me, made the Equal Employment Opporiu-
nity Commission responsible for providing the Federal agencies
with rules, regulations, and instructions for the development of af-
firmative action plans in the area of equal emplog';ls)ent, plans de-
signed to correct the underrepresentation which been defined
in the statute.

This responsibility has been spelled out in amendments to title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and in the Civil Service Reform
Act. In addition, the Congress has stated that the heads of depart-
ments, agencies or other units shall comply with these rules, regu-
lations and order.

The question ha ' -~ raised, Mr. Chairman, by you and your
colleagues, as to whe' the refusal on the part of the Department
of Justice, the Endowr. .nt for the Humanities, and the possible re-
fusal on the part of the Department of Education to comply with
the regulation of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
relative to goals and timetables, is a violation of law.

I have had the opportunity and the privilege of serving in a
number of positions in the executive branch over the years. As a
result, I have come to respect and value our system of checks and
balances. It seems to me that in this instance the Congress has
bcen very clear in placing very definite responsibilities on the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. It has also been very
clear in saying that the departments and agencies of the Govern-
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ment, all of them, no exceptions, shall comnly with those rules and
regulations.

I recognize that the Attorney General of the United States well
over a year ago refused to comply with one of the regulations of
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, saying that in his
judgment they had exceeded their authority. The Congress did not
grant to the Attorne% General, or to anyone else, the authority to
overrule the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. If the
head of a department or agency concludes that the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission has exceeded its authority, it can
come to the Congress and ask for relief. It could attempt to go into
the courts and ask for relief. But it can’t get relief from the Attor-
ney General of the United States. He doesn’t have authority to
overrule the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. So, in
my judgment, if any head of a department or agency says “I will
not comply with that regulation because of my personal views”, the
head of that department or agency is putting his or her personal
views above the law of the land. The heaa of that department or
agency is violating her or his oath of office. The head of that
department or agency is in violation of the law.

believe that should be very clearly spelled out if we're going to
continue to function effectively under our system of government.
As a former Cabinet officer, I could not conceive of being confront-
ed with a rule or regulation issued by the Civil Service Commission
or the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and say I'm
not going to comply with it because fdon't agree with it, as a
matter of principle or for any other reason. It would be up to me to
comply with it until such time as it was changed.

I believe that Congress has decided that it wants Federal agen-
cies functioning in their capacities us employers to include the
opening up of opportunities for minorities and women as one of
their management objectives. It is decided that it wants them to de-
velop action programs that will correct the underrepresentation
that is the direct result of institutional discrimination as it has
been practiced over the years.

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, in developing
instructions for tgese action programs, has called for, among other
things, goals and timetables, a tool of administration which is used
time and again by administrators in order to measure progress or
lack of progress in attaining management objectives.

The Citizens’ Commission on Civil Rights, which I chair, issued
an in-depth report in June of 1984 entitled “Affirmative Action to
Open the Doors of Job gportunity——a Policy of Compassion and
Fairness That Has Worked.”

In light of rour dialog, Mr. Chairinan, with the preceding wit-
nesses, I would like to just call attention to one portion of this
report. It has to do with the use of goals and timetables as a man-
agement tool.

In developing this report, eight members of the Commission met
in 1983 in an all-day session with representatives of four major con-

rations drawn from div.rse segments of American business: The
Euitable Life Assurance Society, represented by its recently re-
tired chairman and chief executive officer, Cloy Ecklund; the Hew-
lett-Packard Co., represented by Harry Portwood, the company's
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manager for staffing and affirmative action; the Kaiser Foundation
Health Plan, represented by Robert Ericson, its senior vice presi-
dent for legal and government relations; and the Control Data
Corp., represented by Sam Robinson, the corporation’s general
manager for staffing and equal opportunity planning.

We set forth the results of that consultation and had this to say
as one part of this chapter:

The other set of affirmative action measures consists of applyig management
techniques that are standard in other areas to the objective ofp ircreasing the em-
ployment of min -ty, female, and handicapped persons, and of advancing them to
higher levels of responsibility and authority. An initial step is establishing numeri-
cal goals as is done in the areas of sales, production, budgetinf, and other corporate
activities. All of the corporate representatives saw the establishment of g and
timetables as an important part of their affirmative action programs. Control Data
establishes goals and timetables even when there is no underutilization by Govern-
ment standards. It's representative, Mr. Rohinson, said the company could not possi-
bly have mac¢ 2 %drogress it has achieved without setting goals for itself. Equita-
ble, represen. by Mr. Ecklund, their former chief executive officer, considers nu-
merical goals as a necessary benchmark against which to m ure progress in
sachieving the compan_ 's employment objective.

That is the experience of private industry in this particular area.

Just prior to the issuance of our report the Supreme Court re-
leased its decision in the Memphis Fire Department v. Stotts case.
Some who have opposed the use of goals and timetables, including
the Department of Justice, as a part of affirmative action plars
have concluded that this decision has seriously undermined the
legal foundation for affirmative action plans which have been de-
veloped by both public and private administrators. ]

I would like, therefore, to share with you the following views of
our Commission on this particular development. I will, in the inter-
est of time, skip a part of that quotation, Mr. Chairman, bu. just
ask that it be included in the record, and then just come over to
our conclusion.

The Supreme Court’s decisions in the Bakke, Weber and Fullilove cases strongly
indicate that race-conscious remedies, including goals and ratios, are a lawful means
for dealing with the effects of prior discrimination. Contrary to ike position taken
by the Justice Department, the Court’s decision in the Memphis Firefighters case is
confined to protecting white workers who have seniority from being laid off, and
doesdnotb thiow prior decisions or race-conscious remedies in hiring or promotion
into doubt

The Citizens’ Commission devotes a chapter of its report to iden-
tifying some of the results that have been achieved as a result of
the development and implementation of affirnative action plans in
the field of employment. As I have already indicated, it is based in
part on the consultacion that we had with the representatives from
industry.

After summarizing ur discussions, we conclude:

Thus, at least at the level of top management, each of the companies sees affirma-
tive action as good business. They also see it as a part of “good corporate citizen-

ship,” both with regard to the communities where they operate and with regaid to
the Nation at large

Based on all of the svidence relative to experience with affirma-
tive action, we included the follcw :ng in our list 0. _ndings:
Affirmative action reredies have leu to signifizant improvements in occupational

status of minorities and women. Geirs have occ'sred in the professions, in manage-
rial positions, in manufacturing and trucking, in police and fire Jenartments, and
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other public service positions. These gains are linked specifically to enforcement of
the goals and timetable requirements of the contract compliance program and to
court orders and consent decrees for ratio hiring.

That is why I believe the Congress has made an outstanding con-
tributio. to helping the Nation achieve the goal of equal opportuni-
ty in employment by placing on the Equal Employment Opportuni-
ty Commission specific responsibilities in dealing with the Federal
Government, functioning in its capacity as an employer, and by re-
quiring agency heads to comply with EEOC directives.

I favor strengthening the authority of the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission to enforce the nondiscrimination policies
in Federal employment which are now the le.v of the land. H.R.
781, as introduced by Representative Collins, if enacted into law,
would help to make it possible for the Federal Government to
become a model employer in the area of equal employment. The
procedural requirements set forth in the bill are consistent with
the concept of due process. The sanctions of the bill are addressed
to those officials of the Federal Government who decide to violate
their oath of office by turning their backs on the laws passed by
the Congress and the rules, regulations and instructions issued
under the law. The inclusion in the bill of a provision for the inclu-
sion of numerical employment goals in affirmative action plans
would constitute a reaffirmation by the Congress of the steps that
must be taken if the rhetoric of equal employ ment is to be translat-
ed into action.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Arthur S. Flemming follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, CHAIRMAN, CiTiZENS' COMMISSION
oN CiviL RicHTs

1. INTRODUCTION

A 1 appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the members of this commit-
tee in connection with your consideration of H.R. 781

B The civil rights community is indebted to you because of your willingness to
come to grips with one of the most important issues confronting our nation in this
yrea

11. BODY

A. The Congress has unequivocally made the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission responsible for providing the Federal agencies with rules regulations
and instructions for the development of affirmative action plans in tne area of equal
employment—plans designed to correct the “underrepresentation’ which has been
defined in the statute.

1 This reeponsibility has been spelled out in amendments to Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 ar.d in the Civil Service Reform Act.

2. In addition the Congress has stated that tiie heads of departments, agencies, or
other units shall comply with these rules, regulations and orders.

B. In other words, Congress has decided that it wants Federal agencies, £z ,ction-
ing 1n their capacities as employers, to include the opening up of opportunities for
munorities and women as one of their management ohjectives.

1 It has decided that it wants them to develop action programs that will correct
the “underrepresentation” that is the direct result of institutional discrimination as
it has been practiced over the years.

2. The E in developing instructions for these action programs has called for,
among other things, goals and timetables—a tool of administration which is used
time and again by administrators in order to measure progress or lack of prugress
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C. The Citizens’ Commission on Civil Rights, which I chair, issued an in-depth
report entitled “Affirmative Action to Open the Ducrs of Joo Opportunity—a Policy
of Compassion and Fairness That Has Worked.”

1. Just prior to the issuance of our report the Supreme Court released its decision
‘n the Memphis Fire Department v. Stotts case.

a. Some who have opposed the use of goals and timetables as a part of affirmative
actior: plans have concluded that this decision has seriously undermined the legal
foundation for affirmative action plans whih have been developed by both public
and private administratz:s. .

b. I would like, ther:fore, to share with ,ou the following views of our Commis-
sion on this developmer't:

“Justice Byron White, neaking .or a 6-3 majority, said that

“Title VII ‘rrecludm a distsict court from displacing a non-minority employee with
seniority under the contractually established seniority system abeent either a find-
ing that the seniority system was adopted with discriminato. y intent o. a determi-
nation that such a remedy was ne zessary to maie whole a proven victim of discrimi-
nation . . .

“Justice White noted the iyecial deference that Congress had accorded to bova
fide senority system in Title VII, addinf that even a person who is adversely affect-
ed by discriminaticu ‘is not rutematically entitled to have a non-minorit enployee
iaid ~ff to make room for him.” He also bryea the decision on Section 706(g) of Title
VII, which states that a ourt may not order the reinstatement of an individual as
an employee if he was disc] for a reasnrn other than discrimination 7.\ this
case less seniority). His cpimion 3pecifically left open the questic .netk 2z the
city of Memphis could Vo\"ntarili' have modified its seniority #» =™ tu asmrre the
retention of minorities during a layoff. Justice Blackmun, thou,  ‘agrec.ng with
the majority, viewed ... ruling as limited, saying that the majority opinion ‘is a
statement that t'  ace- onscious relief ordered in these cases was broader than
neocasarqy, not tha. racec. *oz1ous relief is never appropriate under Title VII.’

“The Supreme Court’s decisions in the Bakke, Weber, and Fullilove cases strongly
indicate ‘hat race-conscious remedies including goals and ratios, are a lawful meuns
for dealing with the effects of prior (iscriminatior. Contrary to the positio. taken
by the e Department, the Court's decision in the Memphis ﬂmfez;ymm case is
con’u protecting white workers who have seniority from being laid off, and
doe. r.* throw prior decisions or ra::conscious remedies in hiring or pron . .n
into wonbt.”

2. TLe Citizens’ Commission devots a chapter of ite report to identifying some of
the results that have been achieved a3 a result of the Jevelopment and implementa-
tion of affirn ative action plans in the ti2ld of employment.

a. The char:ier is based in part on an all-day meeting wit’ ~epresentatives of four
snajor corporetions, namely, Equitable Life Assurance Society, Hewlett-Packard
Company, Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, and the Control Data Corporation.

b. After summarizing our discursicns we cunclude: “Thus, at least at the level of
top management, each of the ¢’ .npanies secs affirmative action n. Zood busi: .ee.
They also see it as part of ‘good corperate citizenship’ both with t.gard to the com-
munities where they operate and with regard to the nation at large.”

3. Based on all the evidence in this chapter we included the following in our list
of findings: “Aff.imative =ction remedies ha\e led to sign ficant improvements in
occupational sta.ua of minorities and women Gains have occurred in the profes-
sions, in managerial pous‘iions, in manufacturing and trucking, muce and fire de-
partments and other m blic service ;ositions These gains are linked =pecifically to
enforcement of the goals and timetabl> =.quirements of the contract compiiance
program and to court orders and consent decrees for ratio hiring.”

4. That is wity I believe the Congress has made an outstanding contribution %
helping the nation achieve the goal of equal opportuni'y in employment by placin
on the Equal =mployment Opportunity Commission specifi~ ,sponsibilities in deal-
ing with the Federa{n(l}ovemment. functioning in its capacity as an erployer, and
by miuiring agency heads to comply with EE)C directives.

D. 1 favor strengthening the authority of the Equal Employm .t Opportunit
Commission to enforce the nondiscrimination policies in Federal employmert whic
are now the ' . of the land.

1. HR. 781, as introduced by Represen‘ative Collins, if enacted inte law would
help to make it ible for the Federal Government to become a model employe: in
the area of equal _.nploymeun..

2. The procedural requirements set forth in the bill are consistent with the con-
cept of due procoss.
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3. The sanctions in the bill are addressed to those officials of the Federal Govern-
ment who decide to violate their oath of office by turning their backs on the laws
{)amed by the Congress and the rules, regulations and instructions issued under the
aws,

4. The inclusion 1n the bill of a_prcvision for the inclusion of numerical employ-
ment goals in affirmative action plans wouid constitute a reaffirmation by the Con-
gress of the steps that must be taken if the rehetoric of equal employment is to be
translated irto action.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Flemming.

Mr. Seymour.

Mr. Seymour. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Richard
Seymour and I am testifying today on bel.alf of the Lawyers’ Com-
mittee for Civil Rights Under Law. In addition to the prepared re-
marks, s me parts of which I would like to highlight in the testi-
mony, I have a number of specific responses to offer to what the
administration witnesses had to say this morning. So there will be
a part A and a part B to the testimony.

First, it seems t¢ us that there can be little debate over the
meaning of the statutory terms that a.gencies are required to devel-
op a‘firmative action plans in section 717(b) in title VII. The specif-
ic language that pecame that section originated in the Senate. It
was offered as an amendment to the bill in committee by Senator
Cranston. The committee report described the language as requir-
ing plans with full consideration of particular problems and em-
ployment opportunity needs of individual minority group popula-
tions within each geographic area—in short, an underutilization
analysis. Then the committee report said that something is to be
done with this information. It is not simply to be an academic data
base locked off in an ivory tower.

The committee expects the Commission, said the committee
report, to require that agency plans include .pecific regional plans
for large Fzgerai regional installations and other regional offices
with particularly deficient records of prc, ress in equal employment
opnortunity, so you have to match the underutilization analysis to
what nas to be do:.e to correct the deficiency.

- goes on to say that this data must be obtained and compari-
sons made on a semannual basis so there can be an effective eval-
uation and that the appropriate allocation in personnel and re
s0. s for each agency have to be reviewed by the Commssion in
or. .« to make sure they are carrying out this directive.

Now'. or: the floor of the Senate, Senator Cranston gave a further
explanation. He described everything that wculd be accomplished
by his amendment, extending title VII to the Federal sector. The
first thing he mentioned and the second thing he mentioned was
the importance of these affirmative actior. plans. The first goals of
the legislation was to put the Congress on record in fav>r of .aaxi-
mum affirmative action to provide Federal jobs and real advzance-
ment opportunities for minority groups in Federal service.”

The second goal was to specifically charge the Civil Service Com-
mission with the responsibility tc require all agencies to comply
with the directive. He added that that would require that Federal
agencies “make a special effort to employ and promote qualified
-ninority persons according to their relative proportions in the pop-
ulation olpfhe area surrounding agency field offices.” If that is not
& als and timetab'es, I do not know what it is.
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Now, the importance of affirmative action plans is well illu. .rat-
ed by the private sactor, where major national companies have for
years had affirmative action plans, with underutilization analyses
and goals and timetables developed under the guidance of the
Otfice of Federal Contr~ct Compliance Programs. They find these
grograms not just simply good to have, not simply useful to have,

ut according to their chief executive officers in testimony that or-
ganization resources counseilors yut forward, essential to have.

The reasoning is the same as that which applies to the Fedcral
Government. Any large employer has facilities scattered across the
country. It is simply not possible to keep day-to-day tabs on eve
single personnel action, to make sure there are not stereotype deci-
sions tending to exclude women and members of minority groups,
or to make sure that actual bigotry does not affect personnel deci-
sions, or to make sure that there are not objective practices with
the unintentional effect of excluding women and minorities.

Here we come face to face with one of the major reusons for ob-
jective requirements; that is, that any large employer, the Federal
Government included, gets many more applications than there are
vacancies. The t:endenci'l of any personnel officer is to try to find
some way to cut down the applications to a manageable number, so
inxtead of 1,000 people to be ronsidered for 50 vacancies, you only
have to interview 50. It - 8 the life of the personnel officer
much more reasonable if he onfy has to interview 5 people.

The problem tr.at affirmative action plans are directed toward is
bow do you make sure that the way you make the cut and, after
the cut is made, the way you make the actual hiring decisions, does
not exclude women and members of minority groups. The view of
major private employers in this country is you have to have affirm-
ative action plans, underutilization analyses, goals and timetables,
to give management the tools to make sure that there is no exclu-
sionary effect.

Now, if Federal agencies have no difficulties with equal eraploy-
ment opportunity, one would expect that they would never have
any findings of liability entered against them, that the agencies
would never have to enter into expensive settlements or have
large-scale awards of back pay entered against them because of
past discrimination.

What [ have done is select from my own r emory, not with the
results of any Lexis seerch, a variety of ceses— I made a number of
calls around to make sure my recollecticn was correct—all of
which involved awards of more than $1 million in gay and other
monctarr\; relief to victims of discrimination, all of them occurring
wiihin the 1980’s. There are many other cases that I do not have
personal knowledie about. This list of cases does not include Feder-
al agencies that have had to spend mmillions of dollars to correct
tlfg(;i}r_ system, to come up with new selection devices and that sort
of thing.

In Thompson v. Sawyer, a sex discrimination case against the
Government Printing Office, approximately $12 million in backpay
and other benefits has already been paid out. On pagi. 10 of the
prepared statement there is a breakdown. Title VII backpay
awards have amounted to $5 million to date; Equal Pay Act
awards $4 million; backpay pension adjustments correcting the ef-
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fects of past discriminaticn, roughlv $1 million; front pay, until va-
~ancies open up so that the women discriminated against can fill
the positions they would have had in the absence of discrimination,
is running at about $500,000 per year; ongoing pension adjustments
are running from $100,000 to $200,000 per year. All told, more than
$12 million has already been paid out.

If the Government Printing Office had had the same kinds of af-
firmative action plans, underutilization analyses, ard goals and
timetables used by major private employers, and had paid atten-
tion to the results, that harm to victims of discrimination would
never have occurred and the expense to the taxpayers would never
have occurred.

In Miller v. Sta ‘s, a case against the General Arcounting Office,
in 1982 the Government agreed to a settlement invu.ving $4.2 mil-
lion in backpay and liquidated frontpay. Again, a reasonable af-
firmative action plan would have corrected that problem long ago.

In Chewning v. Edwards, a sex discrimination case against a
former unit of the Department of Energy, the Government paid
$2,220,000 to the class of professional women—accountants, law-
yers, engineers, phyasicists, who had been discriminated against.

In Withers v. Harris, a Texas case, race and sex discrimination
involving region VI of the Department of Health and Human Serv-
}5?%0 Bh(;zog}ovemment agreed in 1980 to establish @ back pay fund of

In Howard v. McLucas, involving Robbins Air Force Base in
Macoi, GA, the Goverument agreed last year to pay $3,750,000 in
backpay to the black victims of discrimination.

In Chisholm v. U.S. Postal Servire, there have been a series of
settlements, the original one involving $1.7 million in backpay for
particularly blatant probleme with racial discrimination, including
supervisors who openly declared that they would never allow
blacks to work in first-line supervisory positions. The subsequent
settlements total up to some hundreds of thousands of additional
dollars, and ongoing frontpay is going to make this again a very
expensive case to the Government.

We have been consulted with respect to a case—we cannot iden-
tify it fuither because of confidentiality requirements--but the fin-
ishing touches are b ing put on the settlement right now and that
will involve some mui.ions of dollars in backpay with ongoing front-
pay obligations on the part uf the Government.

Each of those cases involves the needless incurring of liability,
because the Government did not have reasonable affirmative
action plans, the same kind as used by American business, involv-
g;g underutilization analyses and the setting cf goals and timeta-

es.

The harm in those cases is only partly redressed by those mone-
tary awards, as large as they may seem. In the Federal sector,
backpay awsards do not include prejudgment interest; they do not
include any adjustment for inflation. So there is a major difference
between the monetary relief one gets in the private sector under
title VII and what one gets in the Federal sector. There are no
awards of compensatory or punitive damages in the Federal sector,
as there can be in the private sector under 42 U.S.C. Section 1981.
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Now, we have some specific suggestions for amendments to H.R.
781. I was glad to see that Representative Collins hes ircorpciated
the most imporant of them. I. is one thing to provide that the
EEOC may seek relief, but as with any civil rights bill with teeth
in it, the question always becoiaes who will “chew.” The impor-
tance of a private right of action is that one is not left to the . ime-
times fickle enforcement urges of a Foderal agency  order to sce
that occur. However, we suggest that if this legislatiun is to wark,
there have to be greater incentives to private plaintiffs to sue.

Let me give an example. There is a certain amount of attorneys
fees, costs and expenses, that would be involved in any employee or
applicant going to court to force an agency to develop an affirma-
tive action plan. By its nature, that plar need not benefit personal-
ly the person who brought the lawsuit. They may be entitled to an
award of fees if they are successful, but that’s it.

What we suggest is there be an additional provision in the legis-
lation such that, if there is an enforcement action—this is a count
in the enforcement action—the judge finds that there has been dis-
crimi ‘ation and orders relief, and also makes the further findi
that had the agency had an adequate affirmative action plan an
paid attention to it, this relief would not have been incurred, that
the plaintiffs in the case be entitled to get at least prejudgment in-
terest, perhaps a greater measure of backpay, like a trebling of
backpay, as irman Thomas suggested a month ago in hearings
before the Subcommittee on Employment and Housing of tke
House Government Operations Committee. Those kinds of incen-
tives would provide both an incentive for that provision to be en-
forced in private litigation, and an incentive for Federal agencies
to comply with the law.

As to the need for the legislation, we weuld only ’H::mt out that
in 1972 Cengress decreed that there be these plans. Thirteen years
have now passed. In the absence of further legislation enforcing
that provision, 13 y ars from now this committee may be holding
thedsame set of hearings and still see no greater progress being
made.

Turning to asart B of the testimony, the Justice Department saic
in its prepared statement this morniny on page 4 that section 703?2
of title VII, 42 U.S.C. section 2000&50), bars the setting of goa
and timetacles in Feaeral employment. Section 703(j) says that no
employer shall be required to grant preferential treatment to any
one 1n order to conform to the local labor force.

The Supreme Court addressed that particular argum~nt squarely
in International Brotherhood of Teamsters v. United States, 4381
U.S. 324, a 1977 decision. It rejected that argument unanimously. It
held that that laiguage i8 no bar to gauging an em%lgyer’s actual
performance in the personnel field by the local labor force and
drawing an inference in discrimination if there is a sharp deficien-
cy in the emplog;nent of minorities or women. That is exactly what
we're talking about here today with urderusilization analyses and
setting goals and timetables.

The Just.ce Department witness rmentioned the case against the
Fedecal Trade Commission, Bachman v. Pertschuk. The Lawyers’
Co-umitt2e, through its Washington office, was involved in the
prosecution of that case. The agency was :nder court-imposed goals



180

and timetables contained in a settlement, a consent decree, from
1978 until approximately 1984. During those 6 years, the agency
substantially met the goals and timetables and, for that reason,
they were lifted. However, the court required the agency to contin-
ue unde~going self-evaluation, to be regularly meeiing with counsel
for plaintiffs in the case, and made clear that the court was there
to review the agency’s continuing Krogress.

The witness s.mply may not have krown of those particular
facts, but it would be terribly incorrect t. ‘raw :.:dy inference that
the judge in that case focund that there was no need to comply with
£oals and timetables because the judge had his own set of goals and
timeatables and was doing a far more effective ongoing evaluation
than the EEOC could possibly do.

The Department of Justice’s testimony and the testimony of the
other witnesses this afternoon seemed very high-sounding ir terms
of the unwillingness of these officials to discriminate. Unfo: runate-
ly, when you fail to take corrective action, when you fzil to pay at-
tention to what is being done, you allow lower level officials to dis-
criminate.

I have some particular examples to offer to you from the Depart-
ment of Justice. I would ask the .ommittee’s permission to holda the
record open so that within a week to 10 days I can subinit a writ-
ten statement detailing these instances further.

But my information i8 t..at some years ago the Depariment of
Justice was forced to make its own administrative finding of class-
wide disc -imination against women who were lawyers in the Anti-
trust Division and had to order its own remedy because of that dis-
crimination.

There was a class-wide proceeding against th» Federal Bureau of
Investigation with respect to discrimination in the hiring of female
special agents, and the techniques of harrassment designed to wash
them out as fast as possible once some of them had been hired.
That was successful in the administrative process and a remedy
had to be provided for that.

The Drug Enforcement Administration, which is another compo-
nent of the Department of Justice, has recently been held by the
Federal courts to have engaged in class-wide, nationwide discrimi-
nation against black agents. The case i8 Seeger v. Smith. The D.C.
Circuit decision upholding the findings of liability was handed
down last year. It appears at 738 F.2d, '249. The findings of dis-
crimination that were made by the cot ¢ included discrimination
against blacks in salaries and promotions, in initial grade assign-
ments, in work assignments, in supervisory evalua’ions, and in the
imposition of discipline. Not only was there intcn’wonal discrimina-
tion found by the court, there also was discrimination i the use of
unnecessary criteria that tended to exclude blacl:s from a better
employment situation.

Now, what happernied after the trial of that case? The Drug En-
forcement Administration immediately tried to take retaliatery
action against the senior, highest-ranking black plaintiff in ke
case, one of the star witnesses at the trial. They tried to demote
him, they tried to transfer him. Another small trial was held on a
motion for preliminary iniuction and Judge Robincon found the
agency was deliberately trying to harrass this official because of
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his involvement in the lawsuit and granted the preliminary injunc-
tion. That was affirmed by the D.C. circuit, 738 F.2d. 1295, and ear-
lier this year the Supreme Court denied certiorari. This record by
the Justice Department itself furnishes one of the strongest rea-
sons for the Justice Department’s adherence to the law and the de-
velopment of reasonable affirmative action plans.

Finally, with respect to goals and timetables in the public sector,
I would like to draw the committee’s attention to what happened
earlier this year when the Justice Department sent out letters to
51 cities, counties and .States across the country, as to which the
Justice Department previously obtained decrees—some of them
consent decrees, some litigated after a full trial—requiring them to
obey goale and timetables set by the court. The Justice Department
said “we have our own personal view of Stotts and we want you to
join with us in eliminating this relief agaiast you.”’

One would ordinarily ¢hink that a defendent, required by a court
order to change its practices and do a variety of things, would leap
at the chance to eliminate the court controls over its behavi-r.
What happenied was the reverse. Out of 51 agencies, there were ini-
tially 3 that decided they would go along with the Justice Depart-
ment.

Mr. MarTINEz. Allow me to interrupt you at this point. We have
a full committee markup going on right now and in just a short
while they are going to be calling both of us dewn for that vote. So
I would ask you to summarize. The part you are going into now we
havz covered before. We know all about the 52 and the rejection of
all but two of those cities.

Mr. Seymour. That was my final point, sir.

6 l["l‘he 1prepared statement of Ricnard Seymour, with atvachment,
ollows:

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Ric7aRD T. SEYMOUR, DiRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT
DiscriIMINATION ProZecT oF THE L vERS' CoMMITTEE FOR Civir RiGHTS UNDER LAW

A TNTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, we appreciate the opportunity
‘o provide testimony here today. As you know, the Lawyers' Committee was founded
in 1963, when President Kennedy suminoned the leaders of the American Bar to a
meetir - at the White House. In response to the widespread denial of civil rights to
blacks in the South, President Kenndy requested the lawyers present at the meeting
to form a new civil rights organization which would provide legal representation to
the victims of such clscrimination. From 1963 to the present, the Lawyers’ Commit-
tee and its local offices in Washington, Philadelphia, Boston, Chicago, Jackson
Denver, Los Angeles and San ¥'rancisco have re'presented the interests of minorities
and of women in thousands of lawsuits. Many of the nation’s leading law firms have
joined with us in providing such representation.

The subject of today's hearings is of particular intere:. to the L¢ vyers’ Commit-
tee. On July 25, 1984, William H. Brown III testified on behalf of the Lawyers’ Com-
mittee at hearings held by the Subcommittee on Government Activities and Trans-
portation of the House Committee on Government Operations Mr. Brown, as I am
sure you are aware, is a former Chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission during the Nixon Administration, and is currently a partner in the
Philadelphia firm of Schnader, Harrison, Segal & Lewis, and is a member of tne
Board of Trustees of the Lawyers’ Committee. Fis testimony described in detail the
nature of the affirmative-a.tion obiigations impcsed on Federal agencies by statute,
ard my testimony toduy wiil not repeat his ﬁoinw. 1 ask the Chairman’s permission
to make his testimony 1n 1984 # part of {is hearing record as well.

53-515 O—8H——17
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B. THE B . FOR REQUIRING FEDERAL AGENCIES Tu PREPARE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
PLANS

Section 717(b) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended by the Faual Employ-
ment Opportunity Act of 1972,2 requires e~ch Federal agency to preparc national
and regional equel employment opportupity plans in order to “maintain an afii: ma-
tive program cf equal employment opportunity for all such employees and apph-
cants for employment.* We suggest that this langusaze requires each F.deral agency
to develop the kinds of af._rmative action plans uscd by American business, com-
plete with analyses of underutilization and the development of reasonable goals and
timetables wer< significant underutilization has been found.

There can be little question over the meaning of the statutory terms, because
thei- history is clear. Sec. 717 originated in the Senate version of the 1972 amend-
ments to Title V11, and the Senate Committee Report gave several “legislative direc-
tions” spevifying the manner in wh.:h the statutory command should be carried
out. For example, the Report stated that the plans to be reviewed by the Commis-
si1on * were to b~ 8

Developed with full ~onsideration of particular problems and e.nplovment
opportunity needs of individual minority group populations within each
geogrpahic area.

The Committee Report continued with a directive as to analyses of underutiliza-
tion of minorities: ¢
. . [Tlhe Committee expects the Commission to require that agency
plans include specific regional plans for particularly large Federal regirnal
installations and other regional offices wi*h partimlf’arly deficient re« of
progress in equal employment opportunivy. . . .

The hill requires the Commission to obtain, on at least a semi-annual
basis, minority group employment and such c*her data as are necessa,y for
effective evaluation by the Commission and the public of each depart-
ment’s, agency’s or unit’s record cf equal employment opportunity achieve-
ment .

The Senate Committee also directed the Comsnission to: 7

. . study and deiermine the appropriate allocation of personnel and re-
sources committed to carrying out program responsibilities inciuding neces-
sary affirmative action.

In Committee, Senator Cranston had offered the amendment which ultimately
became § 717 of the Act On the floor of the Senate, he later explained what he

2Pub L 92-231, 86 Stat 103, 111-12

3Sec 717(b) of the Act, 42 U SC §2000e- 16(b), as amended, states in part

“The Equal Emgloymert Opportunity Commission shall— .

(1) be responsible for the annual review and app-oval of a national anc regional equal em-
?loyfnent opportunity plan which each department and agency and each &ppropriate unit re-
erred to in subsection (a) of this section shall submit in order to maintain &n affirmative pro-
gram of equal employment opportunity for all such employees and a})plicants for employment;

“(2! be responsible for the review and evaluation of the operation of all agen:y equal employ-
ment oppurtumity programs, periodically obtaining and publishing (on at lezst a semiannual
basis) progress reports from eac.. such department, agency, or unit; * ¢ ¢ .

“The head of vach such department, agency, or unit shail comply with such riiles, regulations,
orders, and instructions which shall include a provision that an employee .r applicant fo em-
Rloyment rhall be notified of any final action taken on any complaint of d.scrimination filed by

in *herewnder The plan subrmitted by each department, agency, and unit shall include, but
not be hmited to

“(1) provision for the establishment of training and educati- 1 r.o05_ams designed to provide a
maximum opportunity for emplogeee to advance so as to perform at their higheat potential; and

*(2) a description of the gquahfications in terms of trair.ng and experience relating to equal
employment opportunity for the principal and operat.ng officials of each such department,
agency, or unit responsible for carrying out the equal empioyment opportunity program and of
the atlocation of personnel and resources proposed bv such department, agency, or unit to carry
cut 1ts equal employment opportunity program. * ¢ *”

“The 1972 amendments gave the responsbility of reviewin& such plans to the Civil Service
commussicn CSC's functions in this arez we-e transferred to the EEOC by Reorganization Plan
No One or 1978, 43 Fed Reg 19807 (1978), 7 J S Code Cong. & Adm:in. News 9799 (1978)

5" Senate Committee on Lebor and Public Welfare, Report No 92-{15 (92nd Cong. 1st Sees ), at
i

"o 14 ot 15-16
*1d at 17
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thought his amendment would accomplish The firat two accomplishments he men-
tioned invnlved affirmative action; #

Mf:i Federal Government EEO amendment included in the committee bill
would:

First. Put the Congress on record in favor of mcximum affirmative action
under Civil Service Commission direction to provide Federal jobs and real
advancement opportunities for minority groups in Federal service. . . .

Second. Specifically charge the Civil Service Commission ith the respon-
sibility to require all agencies to draw up affirmative action plans and see
that they are carried out.

Senator Cranston cortinued, stating: ®

This requires 1:.at Federal agencies make a special effort to employ and
promote qualified minority perons according to their relative proportions in
the population of the area surrounding agency field offices. . . .

At the time of the 1972 amendments, of course, Congress was quite familiar with
the types of affirmative action plans required by the Office of Federal Coniract
Comphance with respect to government contractors under Executive Order 11246.
Indeed, § 13 of the 1972 amendmeu.s inserted into Title VII a new § 718, which reg-
ulated the denial, suspension, and termination of government contracts by OFCC.!°

On the face of the matter, it seems clear that the kinds of affirmative action pro-
grams Congress mandated in 1972 were the same kinds of programs already famil-
1ar to it through the government contractor programs under Fxecutive Order 11246.
To assert that analyses of underutilization of minorities (including women) and ap-
propriate goals and timetables remedying deficiencics wuic not part of the Congres-
sional understanding at the time of thZ rinendments would require a strained
and unlikely reading of the legislative langi:age and history.

C. THE USES OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PLANS IN THE PRIVATI SECTOR

One of the magor uses of affirmative action plans in the private vector is to identi-
fy potential problem areas, and to correct them, before they result in su.etantial

iscriminiation and this in exposure of the private employer to substantial back pay
awards. In the nature of things, it is difﬁcuﬁ for a major corporation to kow every-
thing which is happening in the personnel operations at eag:oof its often n.umerous
facilities, scatered across the country. In the same manner, it is sometimes difficult
for a Federal official to know what each unit of his or her agency is doing with re-
spect to personnel operations.

When a corporatiun prepares an analysis of underutilization, it can pinpoint loca-
tions which are having probiems, and can thon target those locations for a closer
look. It might be that there is a local personnel policy which tends t- exclude
women or minorities from consideration fg: hiring or promotions, but which serves
on important function. It might be that a local personnel manager is making em-
ployment decisions based on racial or sexual stereotypes. It might be that there is a
perfectly good explanation for the underutilization, but that the employer can
remedy the protlem by making an extra, affirmative effort. It might even be that
the nature of the problem is such that nothing can be done about the situation.
Whatever the facts may be in a particular case, the employer is clearly better off for
knowing about the proglem and being in a position to take any necessary corrective

steps.

.F corporate employer will frequently prepare a set of goals and timetables cover-
ing each of its potoential problem .reas, where significant underutilization of women
or minorities has been found. Setting an expected rate of progress, and makin
follow-up inquiries if that rate of progress is not achieved, is a manager.ent too)
which works as well in the EEO area as it does in other areas of concern to compa-
nies: inventory control, cost reduction programs, productivity, etc.

Lawyers’ Committee staff have often spoken to groups of corporate managers with
interests in these areas, and such managers have often stressed to us the impor-
tance of continuing these affirmative actio.» approaches, so that they can make sure
that locai facilities do not step over the line and begin to go back to the “old ways”

* 118 Cong Rec, Legislative History of the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, pre-
pared by the Subcommittee on Labor of the Senate Commuttee on Labor and Public Welfare
(92'nCLConlg73;lnd Sess., 1972) at 1744

1d at

1986 Stat 113 The provision is codificd at 42 U SC § 2000e-17 P
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of making erployment decitions based on stereotyPes and setting up unnecessary
but racially or sexually exclusionary “qualifications” In part, these officials want to
make sure that their companies are complying with the law; in part, they want to
make sure their companies do not build up substantial exposure to fair employment
litigation. From either standpoint, analysec of underutilization of niinorities and
women, and the setting of reasonable goals and timetables where serious underutili-
zation is found, are seen as indispensable management tools.

D. THE NEED FOR AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PLANS IN FEDERAL AGENCIES

Federal agencies, no less than private corporations, need to guard against the
stereotyped decisionmaking, and unnecessary requirements, which tend to exclude
minorities and women from consideration. ?;ideed, we would suggest that Federal
agencies have greater need for affirmative action plans, because most Federal per-
sonnel officials do not have the ingrained sense of accountability to outside agencies
which many personnel officials outsi.2 the Federal goverrunent have had to devel-
op. There is no Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs looking over the
shoulder- of Federal managers; no Justice Department suits are filed against Feder-
al agencies because of EEC violations; the EEQZ does not even imvestigate com-
plainis of discrimination by Federal agency employers, let alone vring suit against
tane agencies. When complaints of discrimination are tiled, the tmcu;gsg ency is re-
sponsible for investigation itself, attempting to conciliate with itself, and even issu-
ing its own decision in the case against it. The EEOC has only an appellate author-
ity.

Moreover the track record of private enforcement litigation against tho Federal
overnmes. ...ucates that the law—and the taxpayers—would be far betier served
y the kind of ongoing monitoring embodied in the use of affirmative-action under-

utilization analyses and reasonable goals and timetables where significant underuti-
tization is found:

(a) in Thompson v. Sawyer, 618 F.2d 257 (D.C. Cir., 1982), a sex discrimination
case against the Government Printing Office in which the court found classwide
violations of Title VII and of the Equal Pay Act, the government has to date
paid out to victims «n estimated $12 million, broken down as follows:

Approximately
Title VII Back Pay... . o coee oo e o oo o $5,000,000
Equal Pay Act Back Pay ... ... ... . e e e ,000,
Back pay pension adjustmentat.. ... .. .. 1,000,000

Front pay (including third year, which either has been
paid or is about to be paid)? ........... ... . 1,500,000
Ongoing pension adjustments ® . .................. ....... .. 300,000 to 600,000

'Back pay 1s not hmited to paycheck wages, but also extend ‘o compensation for loss
of benefits arising because of the discrimination Thus, an empioyee whose wages were
artificially lowered because of discrimination will have a lowered pension entitlement
beca 1se of the same disccimination, and the pension benzfits must also be adjusted to
make the einployee whole

*“Front pay" compensates a victim of discrimination who has to wait for another
vacancy hefore he or she can be hired or promoted into the job originally denied him or
her hecause i discrimination Urder Title VII, the courts do not allow “bumping” of
incurnbent employees to mak 2 room for the victims of discrimination

In Thompson, front pay is being oaid periodically by the government at a rate of
approximately $500,000 a year

Ongoing pension a&j,ustmenh because of past discrimination are costing the govern-
ment an estimated $100,000 to $200,630 a year

When all the relief has been paid, it may well come out somewhere between
$17 million and $20 million. I the GPO had had the kind of affirmative action
rlan used by major corporate employers and had been forced to pay attention tc
't we Selieve 1t could have avoided such discri “ination, and the taxpayers
wouid have been spared this expenge.

(b) In Muller v Staats (D.D.C), a racial discrimination case against the Gener-
al Accounting Office, the government agreed to a settlement in 1982, in which
it paid $4.2 mullion 1n beck pay and liguidated front pay. Again, a reasonable

' In Thompson, the agency chose to 1gnore findings by the Civil Service Commission that cer-
tain traditionaily-female jobs were paid at too low a rate. 1n comparison with traditionally-male
{obs A lawsuit was then required, to accomplish what should have been accompliehed voluntar:-

P;c::ligg ::isﬁzn:g“ml.en timely action to remedy the problem, the plan.tiffs might neser have

r
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affirmative artion plan would have revealed the problem long ago, and would
have forced GAO to tak= - . _.ctive action.

(¢c) In Chewning v Edwards, C.A. No. 76-0334 (DD.C)), a sex discrimination
case against a former unit of the Department of Energy, the government con-
ceded to the court that it had no defense to plaintiffs’ motion for summary judg-
ment on the issue of discrimination against the cless of emale professional em-
ployees The government ultimately entered in 1982 into a consent decree pro-
viding tor the payment of $2,220,000 1n back way. Once again, any reasonable
aifirmative-actio:: plan would have revealed the extraordinary patterns of re-
striction of women on which the prosecution of the case was based, and timely
action would have spared botl; .he harm to the victi-ns and the expense to the
taxpayer

(d) In Withers v. Harris, C.A. No. S-77-3-CA (E D.Tex.), a racial and sexual
discrimination case against Region VI of the Department of Health and Human
Sarvices, the government agreed in 1980 to establish a back pay fund of
$3,500,000 for blacks and women affected by discrimination. Our comments are
hhe samg with respect to the effect a reasonable affirmative action plan would

ave had.

(e) In Howard v. M:Lucas, C.A. No. 75-168-MAC (M.D.Ga.), a racial discrimi-
nation case against Robbins AFB in Macon, the government agreed in 1984 to
pay $3,750, in pack pay to the victims of its discrimination. Again, a good
AAP would 1. wve prevented both the harm to black employees and the exposure
to the government.

(© In Chisolm v. US. Postal Seruvice, 665 F.2d 482 (4th Cir., 1981), a case in-
volving particularly blatant forms of classwide racial discrimination against
black postal employees in the Charlotte, North Carolina post office, the court of
appeals affirmed the district court’s findings of classwide discrimination, and
the government subsequer .y agreed in 1983 to pay $1.7 million in back pay for
some claims. Subsequent settlements of remaining claims have added some hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars (estimated) to the total. Front pay will involve fur-
ther cubstantial sums. It is precisely in these sorts of situations that underutili-
zation analyses and a reasonable system of gcals and timetables are most
useful, in giving higher levels of management the information allowing them to
spot the fact that a bigot is in charge of a facility, and to take corrective action.

(g) In another case which we cannot further identify at this time because of
confidentiality requirements, the finishing touches are being put on a settle-
ment of some millhions of dollars, after findings of classwide racial discrimina-
tion have been entered.

Each of the above cases 1s fairly recent, involving the payment in the 1980’s of
sums of the more than a million dollars in each case to victims of the government’s
racial and sexual discrimination Nor is the list complete; it includes only cases
which 1 personally knew tc exist prior to the preparation of this testimony and does
not include any additional cases which might be shown by & LEXIS search. It does
not even incluae the costs of implementing it " inctive relief, which in some cases is
estimated to run into the mullions, or tens of 1. illions, of dollars. Nor does it include
cases now in the pipeline, in which awards in excess of a million dollars will ulti-
mately be made

The harm done 1n these cases s only incompletely redressed by the moretary
relief; back pay awards against the Federal government do not even include pre-
Judgmeut interest, which 1s a standard supplemental remedy 1n cases gainst &ll
other employers

E THE NEED FOR PASSAGE OF HR 781

The real tradgedy in these cases is that all of the harm partially redress:d by these
awards was 1dentifiable at an early stage, could have geen corrected at an early
stage, if the agencies involved had just elected to follow the ;~w and develop the

ime kinds of affirmative action plans and monitoring efforts which have become
second nature to American business The continuing opposition of many Federal of-
ficials to such a sensible step 1s difficult to understand 12

'2 We understand that the Justice Department's overbroad reading of the Supreme Court's
decision tn Firefighters Local Union No 1784 v Stot’s, 104 SCt 2576 (1934), may have misied
some of these officials into thmkmg that the requirements of § 717(bj of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 can safely be ignored Pages 10-29 of the testimony provided by the Law%eers' Commuittee to
this Subcommuttee on July 18, 1985 discusses that opinion and the Justice Department's ms-

Continued
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We support H.R. 781 and the limited relief that it offers. We suggest, however,
that it is not enough to pass a statute with teeth in it. The question remains wheth-
er anyone will chew. The recent track record of the EEOC, and the policy state-
ments of its Chairman and somne of its Commissioners and other officials, suggest
that any new powers conferred on the EEOC will languish for lack of use.

H.R. 781 wi'. e far more workable if the minorities and women with a personal
stake in its sucess are given a statutory right to sue to enforse its provisions (with
attorneys’ fees awardable in the event of success), so that they, too, can chew.

Similacly, private plaintiffs should be provided with incentives for enforcing the
obhigation to prepare adequate affirmati e action plans comparable to those used by
private industry, in the form of relief gving beyond an a of back pay. For exam-
Ple, if the court were to fir.u poth a violation of an antidiscrimination law and that
the violation could have been identified and corrected through preparation and
review of a pioper affirmative action plan, the Title VII remedy or Equal Pay Act
ru.nedy should be expanded to include prejudgment interest, a longer period oly limi-
tations, or a larger measure of mone relief (compensatory ages, punitive
dan.ages, trebling of the back pay award, etc.). We urge this Subcommittee to in-
clude such amendments.

Difficult as it may be to understand the opposition of some of the officials in this
Administration to the traditional means used by American business to identify
problem areas and to resolve them, it is nonethless necessary to recognize the exist-
ence of such opposition, and to take effective action to bring it to an end.

Thirteen years have passed since the 1972 amendments to tive VII went into
effect, and it is hifh time that the government begin to follow the law. If Congress
does not pass legislation providing an effective prod to the government, many Feder-
al agencies will continue to drag thei: feet for anothe: thirteen years. We urge that
H.R. 781 be strengthener and passed.

TestiMoNY BEFORE HoUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTER
ON GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES AND TRANCT. . TATION

Madam Chairwoman Collins and Members of the Subcommittee, [ am pleased to
appear before you this afternoon on behalf of the Lawyers Committee for Civil
Rights Under the Law to comment on the refusal of the National Endowment for
the Humanities to set goals and timetables for the employment of women and mi-
norties at that agency.

I am William H. Brown, IlI, a partner in th Philadelphia law firm of Schnader,
Harrison, Segal & Lewis. I have a significant ‘nterest in this controversy having
served as the Chairman of the Equal Employm .t Opportunity Commission from
April of 1969 until December of 1973. Jf equal if not greater importance, I and the
members of the Board of Trustees of the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under
Law are dedicated to equal employment opportunity and the vigorous enforcement
of our laws protecting the rights of minorities an¢ women.

President John F. Kennedy in June of 1963, appalled at the lack of respect for the
Constitution as interpreted by the courts, met with leading American lawyers at the
White House and arpealed to them to support the st le fo. equal opportunities
for this country’s black citizens. The Chairman of our Firm, Bernard G. Segal, and
Harrison {'weed, organized a committee of lawyers, committed tc the ideal that our
constitutional guarantees had to be protected and enforced. They became the first
cochairman of the Lawyers Committee, an organization which has been in the fore-
front of the fight for civil rights under law for more than 20 years.

reading of it To date, every court of appeals to consider the issue has rejected the Justice De-
partment’s position this includes the First, Second, Third, Sixth, Seventh, Ninth, and Eleventh
Cx;cuxts I ask the Subcommittee ‘o consider the July 18 statement as incorporated herein by
reference

In addition to the cases cited 1. the July 18 prepared statement, I would like to direct the
attention of thir Subcommittee to the following additinal authorities: Commonwealth of Pennsyl.
vamia v Local Union 542, Int’l Union of Operating Enguneers, F2d (No 84-
1614, 3rd Cir, July 17, 1985) (rejecting a broad view of Stotts in a Title VII enforcement case),
Palmer v Dustrict Board of Trustees, 148 F.2d 595 (11th Cir, 1984) (upholding a public employ-
er’s affirmative action plan), Johason v Transportntion Arnc , Santa Clara County, 748 F
1308 (9th Cir, 1984) (same), Grann v Cuty of Mudwcn, 738 F.2d 186, 795 n 5 (7th Cir ), cert den.,
105 S Ct 296 (1984) (ame), Bushey v New York State Ciil Service Comm'n, 783 F 2d 202 (2nd
Cir. 1984), cert den. 53 US Law Week 3739 (1985) .same); Wygant v Jackson Board of Educ.,
746 F 2d 1152 (6th Cir, 1984), cert granted, 53 US Law Week 3477 (1985) (same) The forthcom-
ing Supreme Court decision 1n Wygan' shov' 1 lay this issue to rest once and for all

el 190 BEST COPY AVAILADL




187

The refusal of the Chairman o. .he National Endowment for the Humanities to
comply with Section 717 of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended,
and with Executive Order 11478 as well as with the directives of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management to identify under-representation of minorities and women and
to establish goals and timetables where such under-representation exists is inexcus-
able and should not be tolerated. All of us who have served in the government have
taken an oath of office to uphold and defend the Constitution of the United States
as well as the laws of the country. No where has it ever been suggested that in ac-
cepting high government positions and repeating the oath of office we would be al-
lowed the discretion of enforcing and upholding only those laws with which we
agree. The decision in this case of the Chairman of the National Endowment for the
Humanities to separate his agency from more than one hundred others who have
obeyed the laws and the regulations of EEOC and the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment makes one wonder whether he believes this is a nation of laws or a nation of
individuals.

Chairman Bennett, on April 15, 1984, in submitting his agency’s 18th Annual
Report to the President, stated:

. . . the humanities are crucial to the vitality of our nation’s educational
and cultural life and to the maintenance of our civilization.

If government has the responsibility to make certain that the vitality of our na-
tion’s education and cultural life is maintained, how much greater then is its re-
sponsibility to protect the individual? In recent years much has been said about the
government’s responsibility for the protection of our environment. No one denies
that the government whicg represents its citizens has the res nsibilit{ to grotect
its people from the pollution of their environmeat. No one would deny that the gov-
ernment has the responsibility to protect our lakes, our rivers and our trees but
who can deny the greater responsibility of government to protect its people. A lake,
if left alone, will eventually purge itself of pollution and the fish and the wildlife
will return. Individuals, if misused, cannot purge themselves of the pollutants of dis-
crimination, poverty and bitterness. They can only pass it on to their sons and
daughters.

It 15 ironic that the National Endowment for the Humanities was created in the
same year as Title VII of The Civil Rights Act of 1964 became effective. Minority
group members and women are still excluded from certain jobs and restricted to
others throughout business, industry and the Federal Government. Their frustration
and bitterness will not be mitigated by the token advancement of a few. If minori-
ties and women are ever to take their rightful place in our society and make their
full contribution, affirmative action programs must be established to recruit them
as candidates for jobs and to upgrade preseni minority and female employees so
that they can realize their full potential. Paper pledges and future promises are not
enough. Vigorous aggressive steps must be taken within each agency to eliminate
the effects of a century’s discrimination.

Down through the years, discriminaticn has spread like a cancer, infecting every
aspect of life in Americ.. There are many of us who have been reluctant to recog-
nize the symptoms, much less treat the J'mease Instead of respoinding to the early
warning signs, many have clung to the hope that the disease would cure itself with-
out too much effort on their part.

Those of us who have tried to cure the disease have only been able to localize the
infection. We have long since passed the point where all American employers, both
private and dpublic, must respond with massive doses of honest effort and comunit-
ment instead of more and more paper promises. And the effort and commitment
must begin with the individual. Those persons responsible for implementing the
policies on equal employment opportunity within a federal agency or within the co--
porations of our country must give more than lip service to the policies. In the
words of Thomas Carlyse—"Qur grand business is not to see what lies dimly at a
distance, but to do what lies clearly at hand.”

The National Endowment for the Humanities' Chairman, in his letter to the
Chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission dated January 16,
1984, states that his agency will neither favor nor slight anyone because of race,
color, national origin, religion or gender. He goes on to state that, ‘As you know,
there has been no finding whatsoever of discriminadion by this agency.” His refusal
to comply with Chairman Thomas’ request is based on his belief that there is no
proper and improper mixing of races, creeds, colors, or sexes in the workplaces of
this country. The laws of the Uniterd States as interpreted by the Federal courts
including the Supreme Court of the United States to the contrary notwithstanding.
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The work force statistics submitted by the National Endowment for the Human-
ities for fiscal yea: 1223 clearly indicated the need for that agency to -cexamine its
position. Of the 42 persons employed during that year, 156 were women, or 64%.
Sixty-seven of tk2 employees were black, representing 28% of the work force. Three
emp‘loyegs' were Hispanic or one-tenth of one percent of all employees were of His-
panic origin.

Let’s remember these figures. Sixty-four percent of the employees at the agency
are female and 35% are male. Seventy-two percent of the employees at the agency
are white and 28% black. In this agency which has ro need to identify under-utiliza-
tion and which rrofesses to believe that there is no proper mix of males and fe-
males, 88% of all of the women in the agency are at grades one to 12. In fact, 57%
of all the women in the agency are at grade 8 and ﬁ
males are in these grades.

Seventy-three percent of all the blacks in the agency are at grades 8 and below,
while only 31 percent of the whites are in these grades. In: the professional ranks, 89
percent of all the professionals are white while less than 1 percent are black. Forty-
four percent of all the whites in the agency are professional while only 10 percent of
all the blacks in the agency are professional. Need one say more.

The definition of the term “humanities” as defined in the National Foundation on
the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 indicates that the term includes “the
study of languages, both modern and classical . . .” It is not unreasonable to
assume that an agency whwse charter includes the study of lan, uage would be able
to distinguish the meaning of the word “quota” from the meaning of the word
“goal.” Funk and Wagnalls Standard College Dictionary defines quota as “A propor-
tional part or share required from each person, group, state, etc., for making up a
certain number or quantity.” The same dictionary defines the word goal as “Some-
thing towards which an effort or movement is directed.” To require any employer to
make an effort to include more minorities and more women in their work force, in
other than traditional positivas, should not impose a burden on anyone. The re-
quirement to “make a good faith effort” to hire and upgrade minorities and women
as all government contractors are required to do under Executive Order 11246,
cannot be viewed by any rational ‘hinking individual as an attempt to force employ-
ers to employ someone who is not qualified or someone merely because they happen
to be a woman or a member of a minority group.

A substantial number of institutions receiving grants from thz National Endow-
ment for the Humanities are government contraztors subject to Executive Order
11246 i-sued September 24, 1965, and the regulations articulated by the Department
of Labor's Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs, These regulations are
spelled out in Title 41 C.F R. Section 60 et seq. Under the Executive Order and the
implementing regulations, thos institutions receiving funds from NEH and who
meet the criteria established for government contractors, are required to prepare af-
firmative action programs on an annual basis. The affirmative action programs
must contain a utilization anelysis which identifies all major job groups where
women or minorities are under-utilized. “Under-utilization” is defined under revised
Order Number 4 (41 C.F.R. Section 60-2.1)

- . . As having fewer minorities or women in a particular job group than
would reasonably be expected by their availability.

Jection 2.0 of Order Number 4 implementing Executive Order 11246 states that
“An affirmative action program is a set of specific and results-oriented procedures
to which a contractor commits hinwelf to apply every good faith effort.”” Revised
Order Number 4 goes on the require that the contractor establish goals and timeta-
bles which reasonably could be ex from the contractor putting forth every
good faith efiort to make its overall affirmative action program work. The Order
rurther states in setting the goals, the contractor should consider the eight factors
set forth at Sec.ion 60-2.11.

Section 60-2.1” of Revised Order Number 4 scts out specifics for establishing goals
and timetables as follows:

(a) *. 0

(b) Involve personne! relations staff, . *partment and division heads, and local
and unit managers in the goal-setting process.

{¢) Goals should be significant, measurable ard attainable.

{d) Goals should be specific for planred results, with timetables for comple-
tion.

(e) Goals may not be rigia and inflexible quotas which must be met, but must
be targets reasonably attainable by means of applying every iood faith effort ..
make all aspects of the entirs affirmative action program work.
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(D In establishing timetables to meet goals and commitments, the contractor
will consider the anticipated expansion, contraction, and turnover of and in the
workforce.

{g) Goals. timetables, and affirmative action commitments’ must be designed
to correct any identifiable deficiencies.

(h) Where the defici :ncies exist and where numbers of percentages are rele-
vant in develuping corrective action, the contractor shal] establish and set forth
specific goals and timetables separately for minorities ar.d women.

(i) Such goals and timetables, with .pporting data anc the analysis thereof,
shall be a part of the contractor’s written affirmative action program and shall
be gnair:teined at each establishmeut of a contractor.

(k) Where the contractor has not established a goal, its written affirmative
action program must speci€ically analyze each of the factors listed in Section
60-2.11 and must detail its reason for a lack of a goal . . .

Section 60-2.30 provides as follows:

USE OF GOALS

The purpose of a contractor's establishment and use of goals is to insure
that it meet its affirmative action obligation. It is not intended and should
not be used to discriminate against any applicant  employee because of
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

The chairman of the National Endowment for the Humanities 1s a contracting
agency of the federal government is obligated to enforce the Executive Order as it
anplies 1o recipients of its funds. It is not reasonable to assume that the chairman of
NEH is likely to require or indeed even be concerned with the affirmative action
programs of the recipients of its funds when the chairman has refused to allow his
own agency to submit information identifying underutilization of women and mi-
norities and refuses to estabish goals and timetables to insure that these groups are
properly represented within his own agency. The old adage of the fox guarding the
hen house comes quickly to mind.

A strong case can be made that monies received from the National Endowment
for the Humanties are in reality ‘‘government contracts.” The definition of “govern-
ment contract’ as set forth at S‘;ctlon €0-1.3 of 21 C.F.R. states that it means—

Any agreement or modification thereof betwe. . any contracting agency and
any person for the furnishing of . . . services. The term 'services’, as used in
this section includes, but is not limited to the foliowing services: . . . research,

The National Fourdation on the Arts and Humanties Act of 1965 clearly states
that one of the pu for the establishment of the Foundation was to “initiate
and support research and programs to strengthen the research and teaching poten-
tial of the United States in the humanities by making arrangements (inicluding con-
tracts, grants, loaius, and other forms of assistance} with individuals or groups to
support such activity.”

rtainly an argument could be made susporting the pro%(l)eition that the institu-

tions receiving funds from the National Endowment for the Humanities are not con-

sidered to be government contractors subject to Executive Order 11246 However,

they clearly are subject to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 wh'.h prohibits

discrimination in Federally assisted programs on t} e ground of race, cotor or nation-

al origir. and of Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 which prohibits dis-

. crimination on the basis of sex in educational proxrams or activities re ..ving Fed-

erai financial assistance. It is also imvortant to note that many of these institulions

are government contractors by reason of funds received as a result of contracting
with other federal agencies.

The position of the Chairman of the National Endowment for the Humanities at
its worse, will weaken the Federal government’s efforts to re?uire affirmative action
program. containing the identification of under-utilization of minorities and women
and the establishment of goals and timetables to correct such * nder-utiiization. At
its best, the action of the Chairman sends a conflicting signal tr the private sector.
Institutions and coroprati.ns across the country will see this action of NEH as indi-
cating one standard for the private sector and another standard for the Federal gov-
ernment.

As the head of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, I traveled
throughout the country, speaking to various . nployer groups, labor unions and
major corporations. Inevitably, I was always asked why is it that the government
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requires us to do 8o much in the area of equal employment opportunity and affirma-
tive action and requires so little of itself. For too long, rather than setting the pace,
the fedcral government has been content to lag behind in the race for equal employ-
ment while at the same time insisting that those in the private sector do more. The
government is meant to be, and is, the servant of the people. The executive branch
was established to perform certain duties at the behest of the people as expressed
through their elected representatives. The people, through their repiesentaives,
have decided that discrimination in employment ig illegal and has chargec. the

Equal Employment Qpportunity Commission with enforecment of the law. > can
deny tkat laws which are flagrantly v,oiated or poorly enforced weakens the untire
fabric of our society and our system of justice. Neither the National Endowment for
the Humanities nor its chairman can be allowed to ignote their legal obligations to
identify the under-utilization of minorities and women and to set goals and time-
tables to correct what is clearly a lack of sensitivity to the needs and aspirations of
millions of minorities and women. The obligation of every government official is to
obey the law whether they agree with it or not.

Madam Chairwomen, I am appreciative o.' the opportunity to express my views on
this subject. I am happy to answer any question that you or any member of the Sub-
Committee may !,ave.

Thank you.

Mr. MaRTINEZ. Thank. you.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. I am going to be very brief. I just want to thank the
two witnesses for what has been very good testimony.

Dr. Flemming, I was on the subcommittee before waich you ap-
peared previously, and you, as foriner Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare, certainly should understand the purview of this
committee and where we’re going. You have said quite clearly—
and correct me if I'm wrong—that the department heads are in vio-
lation of the law; is that right?

Dr. FLEMMING. My feeling is that the department heads that
refuse to comply with the EEOC regulation calling for an affirma-
tive action plan which will include goals and timetables are in vio-
lation of the law, because that regulation has been issued under
the direction of the Congress and Congress has said that when the
regulation is issued, then the heads of the departments and agen-
cies are to comply.

You had two in front of you today who said they weren’t going to
comply, and a third that apparently is about to arrive at that par-
ticular conclusion. To me, that is an indefensible position for the
head of a department or agency to take, and I still insist it is a
violation of the oath of office that the head of ihat depa~tment or
agency has taken.

Mr. Hayes. Both of you have expressed agreement with H.R. 781
and its enactment into law as a measure in trying to correct what
is wrong. It seems pure folly to depend upon the Justice Depart-
ment—it’s tantamount to having the fox guard the chicken coog by
depending on them to enforce a law which they don’t agree wit! 1]
that right?

Dr. FLEMMING. I welcome the thrust of 781. I appreciate the com-
ments my colleague just made. I must say I am one who respects
and feels indebted to the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law, for all that they have done in this area and many
other areas. They are great.

Mr. Hayes. We only need to glance back just a few months when
we talk about people being judged as equals. You remember just a
few months ago when Jesse Jackson ran for President. There was
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no question about the constant reminder of our percentage of the
population at that time, that even blacks saw the folly of his candi-
dacy just based on that figure and fact alone. Blacks only represent
12 percent of the population. But certainly we don’t have to wait
until everyone is accepted equally to effectuate a change. It is just
pure folly, in my opinion.

Mr. MZ;RTINEZ. will also be brief. We don’t know when we're
going to get called here.

Dr. Flemming, you referred to the statements of the three previ-
ous witnesses, and especiaily I'm going to refer to the statements of
John Agresto, becai-e vhat I think he said—and this is my inter-
p-etation of what he: 2 said he would resign if he was forced
to comply with the law emphatically throughout the testimo-
{ly both he and Mr. W .e denied they were in violation of the

aw.

I think what Mr. Seymour has said, quoting from cases, is that
they are in violation of the law. And I think you said it, too, in

art of your testimony, when you said “In addition, the Congress

as stated the heads of departments arnd agencies and other units
shall comply with these rules and regulations.” If the Congress said
it, and it is the law that was passed in the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
then that is the law. But they choose to look at it differently.

It seems to me—and I'm going to ask you to comment on this—
we now have another “Supreme Court” besides tha Supreme Court,
or a court somewhere between the appellate courts and the Su-
preme Court. This court lies in the office of the Attorney General
in the Justice Department, and he will now only interpret the law.
I thought under our system of law only the Supreme Court was
supposed to do that.

ould you comment on that?

Dr. FLEMMING. As I indicated earlier, I am very much disturbed
by this particular development. I noted, as you said, when kind of
forced to defend their position, two of the witnesses relied on the
position taken by the Attorney General, that, after all, he’s the
chief law enforcement officer of the Government and he feels the
EEOC had exceeded their authority.

But there is nothing in that law that gives him the right to set
aside a decision on the gart of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission. I mean, it has a degree of independence that has been
accorded by the Congress and the Congress said to it “You issue
the rules and regulations.” Then it said to the Attorney General
and to the heads of all the other departments and agencies, “You
follow those rules and regulations.” The Congress didn’t grant a
right of appeal to the Attorney General. You said to the depart-
{nergi heads and agencies, these rules and regulations will be fol-

owed.

May I also say this—and I certainly agree with the position
taken here—I feel the position taken by the Attorney General is an
untennable position when he says the EEOC has exceeded their au-
thority. It is clear that they haven’t exceeded their authority. It is
clear that they acted in conformity with the intent of the Congress.
I appreciate your emphasis on the amendments to title VII, and
you can go over to the Civil Service Reform Act and there’s a refor-
ence in there to affirmative action plans. It is written right into
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the law. Clearly the Congress had this in mind, and when EEOC
issued this regulation, it seems to me they were on very solid
grounds. But they did it, and they did it in conformity with the
intent of Congress.

Under our system of gevernment, I feel that a person who is the
head of agency and has taken the oath of office to uphold the law
of the land has no alternative other than to follow that regulation.
I hope this Curnmittee will stay with that fundamental issue. That
is what I like about this proposed legislation. It is designed to get
at that fundamental issue. What do you do with the head of a de-
partment who just says, “Look, my views are different than the
law and I'm going to follow my views, not the law.” How do we get
at the head of a department or agency that takes that particular
position?

I run into it in another area over in the disability cases, where
they have developed a doctrine of non-acquiescence in the decisions
of circuit courts of appeal. I will be testifying on that on Thursday
of this week before a subcommitter Jf the Judiciary Committee. To
me, this goes to the heart of our 8 tem of government.

Mr. MARTINEZ. | agree with ye

Mr. Seymour, repeatedly in this hearing and other hearings we
have heard people hang their hat on the Stotts decision that Mr.
Flemming referred to in his testimony—I guess one cun hang their
hat on anything. Their individuals interpret the de. ‘on as mean-
ing that somehow said race, color, gender, and ethnicitv related
remedies, are not legal remedies. I think Mr. Flemming states it
adequately, that what it was referring to was a seniority situation.

Can you comment on that?

Mr. SEymMouR. I agree with what Mr. Flemming said, and I would
point cat that in the Stotts decision itself, virtually evelg' Justice
agreed with the proposition that you can have race- and gender-
conscious relief benefiting people never shown ‘o have been victims
of discrimination, if the facts justify it. Discrimination in the se-
niority system was the example that most of them chose.

There are six circuit courts of appeals which after Stotts have
upheld either voluntary affirmative action plans or have upheld
the court imposition of goais and timetables. Since the testimony
last week, we have found out the third circuit in the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania has just joined the throng. So far the first
circuit, the second circuit, the third circuit, the sixth circuit, the
seventh circuit, the ninth circu't, and the eleventh circuit have all
rejected the Justice Department’s view of Stotts.

At some point the Attorney General should start paying atten-
tion to the law laid down by these courts and change his position.
He can always seek Supreme Court review in an appropriate vehi-
cle, but there is no point in throwing the operations of the Govern-
ment and expectations in thr country into turmoil when the law
that is developing is so clearly against him.

Mr. MaArTINEZ. Thank you.

I thank you both for appearing before us and giving us the bene-
1it of your expertise and knowledge. We sincerely appreciate it.

Dr. FLEMMING. It is nice tc be with you.

Mr. SEyMoUR. Thank you.
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Mr. MarTINEZ. Our nex:dpanel consists of Marie Argana, presi-
dent of Federally Employed Women, and James Rogers, national
presédent of Blacks in Government. Would you please come for-
ward,

Miss Argana, would you like to begin?

STATEMENTS OF MARIE ARGANA, PRESIDENT, FEDERALLY EM-
PLOYED WOMEN; AND JAMES E. ROGERS, JR., NATIONAL
PRESIDENT, BLACK 3 IN GOVERNMENT, A PANEL

Miss ArGANA. Thark you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting I'ederally
Employed Women to testify before your committee today. Federally
Employed Women is an international membership organization
representing women in the Federal Government throughout the
United States and foreign countries. FEW is a private, nonprofit,
nonpartisan organization that was founded in 1968 to advocate
equal opportunity and foster full potential for workinz women in
the Federal sector.

We are also testifying today on behalf of the Federally Employed
Women Legal and Education Fund, a nonprofit corporation dedicat-
ed to the eradication of discrimination in Federal employment for
all Federal workers. The fund is our sister organization and works
through legal, educational, and research activities to bring about
true equality for Federal workers.

As an oOrganization committed to equal opportunity for all in
Federal employment, FEW strongly supports the implementatici.
and enforcement of affirmative action pfans in order to redress the
persistent discrimination within the workplace. Without results-ori-
ented affirmative action policies, women and minorities would find
their joh and promotional opportunities extremely limited.

Although a myriad of laws and regulations govern antidiscrim;-
nation and affirmative action practices in the Federal service,
these laws and regulations would be useless without strict enforce-
ment. Since its inception, affirmative action has been criticized,
questioned, and ignored. Much of this controversy stems from a
lack of understan Ax;{g of exactly whau affirmative action is intend-
ed to accomplish. Affirmative action is not intended to compe} em-
ployers to hire unqualified nersons, nor is it a requirement imposed
on employers regardless of their past history. It is simply a remedy
to redress the continuing effects of past discrimination. Kﬂ'lrmative
action is any race- or sex-conscious measure beyond passive re-
straint of discriminatory actions which is supposed to correct or
compensate for past and present discrimination.

Goals and timetables evolved when it became obvious that the
best intentions by the pubiic and private sector yielded little, if
any, positive results. Goals and timetables were (f:s ed to pout
results-oriented tools into the program. Furthermore, the use of nu-
merical formulae forced employers to keep a current data base on
the employ. \ent of women and minorities in various occupations
across grade and salary levels. Such statistical analyscs are needed
to plot progress and plan new initiatives, as well as provide critical
information when legal action is initiated.

The deep-rootcd perserverance of sex and race dic .rimination
and resulting occupational segregation and wage discrimination is
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still prevalent in the Federzal Government. Additional remedies as
well as strict enforcement of existing remedies are needed to in-
crease promotional opportuaities for women and wminorities into
the higher grades. There they can have a positive impact upon
public policy, helping our Government decisionmakers by reflecting
the plurality of viewpoints present in our population at large.

The current erosion of civil rights laws in our country is proceed-
ing at an alarming rate. The Department of Justice, the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights, and the EEOC have publicly stated their
opposition to results-oriented measures to ease sex discrimination
in the Federal labor force. The very agencies charged with ensur-
m%equal opportunities for all have denied their mandate.

he results of these actions can already be seen in the Federal
work force. Although minorities and women have continued to
make minimal gains in the Federal career ladder, their progress
has slowed remarkably in the past several years.

The lack of progress for women and minorities is partially due to
the erosivn of strong affirmative action programs. Another causal
factor is the recent reductions in force that have digFroportionately
impacted women and minorities. The gains to middle management
by women and minorities are relatively recent, so under the policy
of last hired, first fired, women and minorities are adversely affect-
ed. Thus, not only have we not reached the top, we are losing
ground in the mid-levels.

In preparation for this testimony, FEW conducted an informal
survey among members who are employed in EEO capacities in
bo:h Defense and non-Defense agencies. Although the commcnts
regarding current EEO practices were varied, an underlying theme
recurred. All survey participants noted that the laws needed to
promote affirmative ection and curb discrimination ave present,
but that the implementation and enforcement of those laws range
from limited to nonexistent. It became evident during the course of
the survey that the progress of affirmative action in any agency or
department is dependent upon the individual management in that
agency or department. Where commitment to EEO exists, affirma
tive action plans are implemented. Where EEO is nonexiatent, no
affirmative action is evident. Furt..crmore, no recrimination is evi-
dent when agencies fail to abide by EEO guidelines.

Another complaint that surfaced several times was the attempt
to deemphasize EEO programs by integrating them into the person-
nel offices. The EEO function has traditionally been under the su-

rvision of the Secretary of the agency. Several agencies have,

owever, downgraded this function to other levels. This action not
only deemphasizes the role of EEO in an agency, but places bur-
dens on EEO specialists who must also act in a personnel capacity.
In related incidents, Federal women’s program managers who over-
see EEO and affirmative action functions for women, are often as-
signed their Federal women’s prgfram responsibilities as a collater-
al duty. This means they are performing another job in addition to
their EEO responsibilities.

Several survey participants reported cases where a male was as-
. .ned to an office where a vacancy was anticipated. As soon as the
vacancy was realized, the man would be offered the higher grade
position. This practice of “lining up men” for top management po-
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sitions is apparently fairly common in much of the Federal Govern-
ment and negates much of the progress that affirmative action
could achieve if the position were opened to competition and the
need for women and minorities in higher grade emphasized.

Disillusionment with EEQ laws and affirmative action programs
in the Federal sector is rampant. Agency heads are not held ac-
countable for their lack of actions in fostering EEO in the work-
place. Several people cited some progress in the hirinfg of women
and minorities. But they emphasize that the job of promoting
women and minorities had just begun. Stroug enforcement of cur-
reni laws is necessary for women and minorities to continue to
make inroads in Federal employment.

The courts have long noted that vne purpose of EEQ laws is to
ensure that everyone has a chance to gain his or her rightful af;;_lace
at work. We still have a long way to go and without maiing irm.-
ative action a priority, we won't get there.

The lack of enforcement of EEO laws and affirmative action is
evident by the increased number of complaints being filed. In the
fiscal year 1982 EEOC report on precomplaint and complaint proc-
essing, it is noted that the top two categories of complaints are
race-black and sex-female with 14 percent of the complaints based
on sex, or 2,987 allegations of sex discrimination, and 21.3 percent
of the complaints based on race, or 4,586 allegations of race dis-
crimination. In the same report for fiscal ysar 1983, the allegations
of discrimination increasetfo for totals of 22.7 percent based on
race—there were 5,629 allegations—and 14.2 percent based on
sex—there were 3,520 allegations.

Well implemented and effective affirmative action plans afford
many benefits. I addition to the obvious increase in the number of
women and minorities in the Federal service, the conscience of the
Federal Government as an equal employment opportunity emJ)loy-
er is raised. Affirmative action utilizes the talents of many individ-
uals who would otherwise be stifled by bias. Opening and increas-
ing career oppo.tunities expands the purchasing power of women
and minorities and reduces the burden on taxpayers to support
those unable to support themselves. In addition, affirmative action
promotes fzir and rational employment policies and better decisiun-
making thrcugh the presence of diverse viewpoints at all levels of
the workplace.

We would like to make a couple of recommendations.

FEW recommends that the Federal Government increase its con-
centration on race- and sex-conscious tools to achieve a well-inte-
grated work force and continue to use statistical measures of com-
pliance with nondiscrimination such as goals and timetables. We
also recommend that the full range of remedies and sanctions be
available, including back pay and debarment, as an incentive to
compliance. We would like to see the reestablishment of strong en-
forcement of affirmative action programs within the Federal agen-
cies as well as retain plans for agencies and Federal contractors to
utilize goals and timetables in affirmative action plans.

We commend Representative Cardiss Collins for introducing H.R.
781. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Amend-
ments of 1985 provides procedures to ensure compliance with Fed-
eral EEQ laws. We urge this Committee to pass H.R. 781.
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Affirmative action is a necessary tool for women and minoritier
to reach their full potential in the public sector as well as the pri-
vate sector. A society which affords fair treatment to women and
minorities is a stronger society by far than one which excludes
them from full participation.
todThank you for asking FEW to testiy before the Committee

ay.

[The prepared statement of Marie Argana follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARIE ARGANA ON BEHALF OF FEDERALLY EMPLG (ED
WOMEN

Chairperson Martinez, thank you for iaviting Federally Employed Women (FEW)
to testify before vour committee today. Federully Employed Women is an interna-
tional membership organization representing women in the Federal Government
throughout the United States and foreign countries. FEW is a private, non-profit,
non-partisan organization that was found in 1938 to advocace equal opportunity and
foster full potential for working women in the Federal sector.

We are also bestng'mg on behalf of Federally Employed Women and Educa-
tion Fund [FEW-LEF), a non-profit corporation dedicated to the eradication of dis-
crimination in Federal employment for all Federal workers. The fund is our sister
organization and works through legai, educational, and rescarch activities to bring
about true equal opportunity for Federal workers.

As an organization committed to equal opportunity for all in Federal employment,
FEW strongly supports the implementation and enforcement of affirmative action
plans in order to redress the pertistent discrimination within the workplace. With-
out results-oriented affirmative action policies, women and minorities would find
their job and promotional opportunities extreme.y limited.

ORIGINS OF EEO IN THE FEDERAL SECTOR

Before proceeding to present day EEO practices and affirmative action implemen-
tation, it is necessary to review the evolution of the current laws and ations.
When the Civil Rights Act was passed in 1964, title VII of the act contained a broad-
based statute prohibiting discrimination. The Civil Rights Act barred discrimination
in algegmctices on the basis of sex, race, color, religion, and national origin. It also
created the Equal Employment Opfportunity Commission {[EEOC] to administer and
enforce this law. After passage of the Civil Rights Act, deveral executive orders
[E O.] were issued that further strengthened anti-discrimination laws. E.O. 11246, a
product of the Johnson adiministration, set EEO standards for any contractor who
did business with the Federal Government. E.O. 11375 granted sex equity the same
status as other forms of discrimination in the Federal service. Passage of this stat-
ute in 1967 helped foster the creation of the Federal Women'’s Program and was the
impetus behind the founding of Federally Employed Women.

.0. 11478, issued by the Nixon administration in 1969, integrated all parts of
personnel management—hiring, training, promotions, etc.-—~with equal opportunity
and clearly spelled out affirmative action methods to accomplish these goals.

With the passage of the Equal Employment Orportunity Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-261),
Federal sector employees were afforded title VII protection as well. The U.S. Civil
Service Commission was mandated to take action to achieve measurable gains in
employing women and minorities. In 1978, E.O. 12067 was issued by President
Carter E.O. 12607 transferred all EEO functions and affirmative action prorrams
under the authority of the EEOC. In addition, the Garcia amendment to the Civil
Service Reform Act (5 U.S.C. 7201) was passed which reg%ed ail agencies to devel-
op a Federal Equal Opportunity Recruitment Program | RP). These laws and ex-
ecutive orders form the base for present day affirmative action and EEO guidelines
in the Federal workplace. The head of each Federal executive department and
agency is charged by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended by the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Act of 1972 and by Executive Order 11478 with establishing and
maintaining an affirmative action program of equal ppurtunity within each Feder-
al agency. Guidance, leadership, and enforcement responsibilities for the Govern-
mentwide program are assigned to the EEOC. The law, the executive order, and im-
plementing regulations and instructions call for the application of this non-discrimi-
nation policy as an integral part of personnel policy and practice in employment,
development, advancement, and treatment of civilian employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment. The Office of Personnel Management [OPM] is charged with providing
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guidance to agencies on career advancement programs. Also, EEOC and OPM, as
required by Executive Order 12067, will consult on appropriate standards for a con-
tinuing review and evaluation of agency employment opportunity activities.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION—DEFINED

£

Although a myrisa of laws and regulations govern anti-discrimination and affirm-
ative action practices in the Federal service, these laws and regulations would be
useless without strict enforcem.ent. Since its inception, affirmative action has been
questioned, criticized, and ignored, much of this controversy stems from a lack of
understanding of exactly what affirmativz action is intended to accomplish. Affirm-
ative action is not intended to compel employers to hire unqualified persons, nor is
it a requirement imposed on employers regardless of their past history. It is simply
a remedy to redress the continuing eftects of past discrimination affirmative action
is any race or sex conscious measure beyond passive restraint of discriminatory ac
tions, which is supposed to correct or compensate for past and present discrimina-
tion.

Goals and timetables evolved when it became obvicus that the best intentions by
the public and private sector yielded little, if any positive results. Goals and timeta-
bles were designed to put results-oriented tools into the program. Furthermore, the
use of numerical formulae forced employers o keep a current data base on the em-
ployment of women and minorities in various occupations across grade and salary
levels. Such statistical anal¥ses are needed to plot progress and plan new initiatives,
as well as provide critial information when legal action is initiated.

THE STATUS OF WOMEN AND MINORITIES IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Women and minorities have made gains in Federal employment in the sever-
al years. From 1970 to 1980 an increase of women and minorities was evident in the
middle grade levels (GS-9 through 12). The number of women increased form 13.6
percent of all GS-9 chrough 12 positions in 1970 to 21.3 percent cf all GS-9 through
12 positions in 1980; the number of minorities in GS-9 through 12 positions in-
creased from 17.5 percent to 25.5 percent in the same decade. (Statistics from OPM
publication on ‘“Mincrity Group Employment in Federal Government (1970-1980)").
Overall, women comprise 47 percent of the Federal workforce and minorities com-
prise 23 percent of the Federal workforce—both levels exceeding women and minori-
ty representation in the private sector (43 percent and 13 percent, respectively).

Although progress for women and minorities in the Federal Government is evi-
dent in the past fifteen years (and some of this progress is a direct result of affirma-
tive action programs), the existence of an integrated workforce has not been real-
ized. Women and minorities are still clustered at the lowest end of the general
schedule grade—dominating the lowest paying jobs in the federal sector. Seventy-
five percent of all women employed by the Fegeral Government are in GS grades 1
through 8. At the other extreme, white males occupy nearly all of the positions in
the Senior Executive Service. Not only do women occupy the lowest paying occupa-
tions, but their dominance in a limited number of occupations is also evident. For
example, 70 percent of all general administrative. clerical, and office service work-
ers (occupational group 0300) are women, but only 5 percent of all the engineers and
architects (occupational group 0800) are women. This occupational segregation can
also be observed in the wage grade, work leader, and wage supervisor classification
systems. In all of the 108 occupations covered in these three systems, over 96 per-
cent are at least 70 percent male and nearly 77 percent are at least 90 percent male.
(data from “Distribution of Male and Female Employees in Four Federal Classifica-
tion Systems,” GAO-GGD 85 20, November 27, 1984). Therefore, the deep rooted
perserverance of sex and race discrimination and resulting occupational segregation
and wage discrimination is still prevalent in the Federal Government. Additional
remedies as well as strict enforcement of existing reniedies are needed to increase
promotional opportunities for women and minorities into the higher grades. There,
they can have a positive impact upon public policy, helping our Government deci-
?ion makers by reflecting the plurality of viewpoints present in our population at
arge.

CURRENT SITUATION OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION IN THE FEDERAL S8ECTOR

The current erosion of civil rights laws in our country is proceeding at an alarm-
ing rate The Department of Justice, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, and the
EEOC have publically stated their opposition to results-oriented measures to erase
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sex discrimination in the Federal labor force. The very agencies charged with ensur-
ing equal wpportunities for all have denied their manlx'aw.

On June 12, 1983, the Supreme Court handed down a decision that further
hinders affirmative action laws. In Firefighters Local Union 1784 v. Stotts, the Su-
preme Court ruled that employer iayoffs must be in accordance with seniority even
If increases in minority and female employment from court ordered affirmat.ve
action are wiped out in the process. Justice Byron White, in his written decision,
dismissed extensive legislative history from the 1972 expansion of title VII and cast
doubt on feat':re oriented quotas in hiring or promotion.

The results of these actions can already be seen in the Federal workforce. Al-
though minorities and women have continued to make minimal gains in the Federal
ca;iaeex; ladder, their progress has remarkably slowed in the past several years (see
table 1).

TABLE 1.—PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN WITHIN GRADE GROUPS

Grades 1974 1980 1983
1to4 159 168 168
Stod 516 648 665
9t0 12 . 189 269 304
1B3tol5 48 82 103
SES/16 to 18 oo 24 60 o

lpasgurw Occupational Survey of Full Time Federal Mvikan Empicyment Excluding U'S Postal Serwice, Otfice of Personnel Management, 1974, 1380,
k.

According to the report issued by the Subcommittee on Employment Opportuni-
:ies of the Committce on Education and Labor entitled, “The State of Affirmative
Action in the Federal Government: Staff Report Analyzing 1980 and 1983 Employ-
ment Profiles,” the gains made by minoritizs and women in the super grades was
non-eristent from 1979 to 1983. Some of the Federal Government’s largest agencies
including the Departments of Army, Navy, Air Force, Interior, Commerce, Ene
and Transportation continue to have the most severe types of EEO problems. Thi
group includes agencies with empioyment increases, but no significant progress for
minorities and/or women, or others with cutbacks in their workforce with corre-
sponding cutbacks in the representation of minorities and/or women, or those which
continue to reflect a poor affirmative action record. The slowed rate of growth of
women in top management positions in the Federal sector is also observed in the
Presidential appointments of women to Federal departments from January 1981 to
April 1983. Duriny that time period, 287 Presidential appointments were made to
Federal de&artments, but only 24 of those appointments were women (around 8.4
percent). (Source of data is the U S. Commission on Civil Rights, “Equal Opportuni-
ty in Presidential Appointments,” June 1983).

This lack of progress for women and niinorities is partially due to the erosion of
strong a‘firmative action programs. Another causal factor is the recent reductions
in force [RIF’sl] that have disproportionately impacted women and minorities. The
gains to middie management by women cnd minorities are relatively recent, so
under the policy of “last-hired, first-fired” women and minorities are adversely af-
feg;efi T]hus, not only have we not reached the top, but we are losing ground in the
mid-levels

PRACTICES AND PROBLEMS OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

In preparation for this testimony, FEW conducted an informal survey among
members who are employed in capacities (Defense and non-Defense agencies).
Although the comments regarding current EEQ practices were varied, an underly-
ir}g theme recurred. All survey participants noted that the laws needed to promote
affirmative action and curb discrimination are present, but that the implementatien
and enforcement of those laws range from limited to non-existent. It became evident
during the course of the survey that the progress of affirmative action in any
agency or department is dependent upon the individual management in that agency
or department. Where commitment to EEO exists, affirmative action plans are im-
plemented. Where EEO is non-existent, no affirmative action is evident. Further-
more, no recrimination is evident when agencies fail to abide by EEO guidlines.

Another complaint that surfaced several times was the attemq'thto de-emphasize
EEO programs by integrating them into the personnel offices. The EEO function
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has traditionally been under the supervision of the Secretary cf the agency. Several
agenciec have, however, downgraded this function to other vessels. This acticn not
only de-emphasizes the role of EEQ in an agency, but vlaces burdens on EEO spe-
cialists who must also act in & personnel capacity. In related incidents. Federal
Women Program Managers [FWPM'’s] who cversee EEO and affirmative action func-
tions for women are often assigned their FWP responsibilities as a collateral duty.
This means they are performing another job in addition io their EEO responsibil-
ities.

Several survey participants reported cases wiere a male was assigned to an office
where a vecancy was anticipated. As soon as the vacancy was realized, the man
would be offered the higher grade position. This practice of “lining up men” ‘or top
management positions i appacently fairly common in the Federal Gevernment and
negates much of the progress that affirmative action could achieve if the position
were open to competition and the need for more women and minorities in higher
grades emphasized.

Disillnsionment with EEQ laws and affirmative action programs in the Federsl
sector is rampant. Agency heads are not held accountable for their lack of actions in
fostering EEO in the workplace. Several mle cited some progress in the hiring of
women and minorities. But they emphasized that the job of promoting women and
minorities had just begun. Strong enforcement of current laws are necessary for
women and minorities to continue to make inroads in Federal employment. The
courts have long noted that one purpose of EEO is to insure that everyone has a
chance to gain his or her “rightful place” at work. We still have a long way to go
and without making affirmative action a priority, we won’t get there.

The lack of enforcement of EEO laws and affirmative action is evident by the in-
creased number of coraplaints being filed. In the FY82 EEOC report on precom-
plaint and complaint processing, it is noted that the top two categorits of com-
plaints are race-black and sex-female with 14 percent of the complaints based on sex
(or 2,987 allegations of sex discrimination) and 21.3 percent of the complaints based
on race (or 4,506 allegations of race discrimination). In the same report for FY83,
the atlegations of discrimination increased for totals of 2.7 percent based on race
(£,629) and 14.2 percent based on sex (3,250).

BENEFITS OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Well implemented and effective affirmative action plans afford many benefits. 'n
addition to the obvious increase in the number of women and minorities in the Fed-
eral service, the conscience of the Federal Government as an equal opportunity em-
ployer is raised. Affirmative action utilizes the talents of many individuals who
would otherwise be stifled by bias. Opening and increasing career opportunities ex-
pands the purchasing power of women and minorities, and reduces the burden of
taxpayers to support those unable to support themselver. In addition, affirmative
action promotes fair and rational employment policies and better decision-making
through the presence of diverse viewpoints at all levels of the workplace.

RECOMMENDATIONS

FEW recommmends thai the Federal Government increase its concentration on
race and sex conscious tools to achieve a well-intifrated workforce and continue to
use statistical measures of compliance with non-discrim ination such as goals and
timetables. We also recommend that the full range of remedies and sanctions be
available including back pay and debarment as an incentive to coiapliance. We
would like to see the reestablishment of strong enforcement of affirmative action
programs within the Federal agencies as well as retain plans for agencies and feder-
al contractors to utilize goals and timetables in affirmative action plans.

We commend Representative Cardiss Collins for introducing H.R. 781. “The equal
Employnient Opportunity Commissivn Amendments of 1985” provides procedures to
g{gsure compliance witl: Federa' EEO laws. We urge this committee to pass H.R.

1

CONCLUSION

Affirmative action is a necessary tool for women and minorities to rea~h their full
potential in the public sector as well as the private sector or employent. A society
which affords fair treatment to women and minorities is a stronger society by far,
then one which excludes them from full participation. Thank you for asking FEW to
testify before the committee today. I would be happy to answer any questions.
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Mr. MarTINez. Thank you.

Mr. Rogers.

Mr. RoGers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Or: behalf of Blacks in Government, I would like to thank you
and the subcommittee for this opportunity to speak on the impor-
tant matter of the Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Pro-
gram and the enforcement responsibilities of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission This is a msiter of great concern to
the members of Blacks in Government.

As background, Blacks in Government is a nonprofit and nonpar-
tisan national organiza‘.on of black Federal, State, and local gov-
ernment employees. Our organization was founded and organized
in 1975, and incorporated in the District of Columbia in 1976,

After a decade of existence, we find that the purposes for which
we organized in 1975 ere no less critical and essential today. The
barriers to equal employment opportunity remaii. a continuing
threat and impediment to our progress and participation in the
Federal civil service system. Therefore, we believe it is important
for the Equal Einployment Opportunity C.mmission %o function ef
ficiently and effectively in carrying out its statutorily mandated
roles and responsibilities for the Federal Equal Empioyment Op-
portunity Program.

We applaud the EEOC for its efforts in improving certain inter-
nal operations, particularly in the Office of Reviews and APpeals.
Our observations and recommendations concerniertljg the £EOC’s
compliance and enforcement activit.es are intended to encourage
constructive and strengthening enhancements.

In order to understand the premises upon which Blacks in Gov-
ernment provides its views of EEOC cperations, I would like to
briefly describe our concept of the Federal Government as a single
employer. This concept has been evolving since the enactment of
the Pendleton Act over 100 years ago.

There are two critical dimensions to this concept. One, as a
single employer, the Federal Government is obliged to carry out its
personnel management responsibilities with consistence and uni-
formity. Civil service laws, rules, and re%ulations must be applied
to all Federal agencies and workers with few, if any, exceptions.

Two, merit and equity are the cornerstones of any viable and re-
alistic civil service system. Merit and equity are the two sides of
the same coin. You cannot have merit without equity. All aspects
of civil service must possess these fundamental characteristics in
order to protect the rights of civil servants and to ensure efficiency, ‘
effectiveness, and economy of Government operations,

We believe that this concept guided the cﬁaevelopment and enact-
ment of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978.

The problems which we are addressing today concerning equal 4
employment opporturity compliance and enforcemeat should be
viewed from the standpoint of the Federal Government as a single
employer.

Section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 establishes
the Federal Minority Recruitment Pro‘g'ram as a means of getting
Federal agencies to increase the pool of minorities and women who
might qualify for selection of positions in occupations with clear
underrepresentation.
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The current role of the EEQC is threefold: One, to consult with
the Office of Personnel Management on determinati ns of occupa-
tions with underrepresentation; two, establish agency guidelines
for the minority recruitment program; and three, send information
on determinations of underrepresentation to agencies.

The clear presumption in thi. provision is that agencies will in-
corporate these determinations of underrepresentation and recruit-
ment activities into their affirmative acticn programs and plans.

Blacks in Government has serious reservations and concerns
with tF , arrangement. We believe that it would make better man-
agement sense to unify all e%éemplo ent opportunity require-
ments in one agency, the E , for the sake of uniformity and
consistency, as well as meric end equity. Also, there is no smell
amount of confusion and ccmplications on the pa:. o agencies
which must respond to the paperwork requirement: of both EEOC
and OPM.

Just as the framers of the Civil Service Reform Act sought to
create a centra! pevsonnel organization, so, we pelieve, it makes
good management sense to have a central equal employment oppor-
tunity organization with full responsibility for all aspects of Eﬂ)
In point of fact, we think that the roles of EEOC and OPM should
be reversed; that is, EEOC should have full responsibility for the
minority recruitment program, and OP™ should be consulted on
personnel aspects. The current arrangement probably further exac-
erbates agency compliance with the requirement to prepare and
subm’t affirmative action plans.

We need a one-stop shop for all Federal equal employment oppor-
tunity activities. It is inconceivable to us that. a critical responsibil-
ity of the Commerce Department’s mission would be handled by
the Department of Interior, or that the State Department would
have to corsult with the Department of Labor on some important
aspect of diplomacy.

As you know, the Federal track record for timﬂ{ and accurate
processing of discrirrination complaints is abysmal. According to
recent studies and analyses by the General Accouting Office, as
well as feedback we have received through our own Agency Watch
Program, far too many complaints are experiencing extraordinary
delays. Again, we believe that justice delayed is justice denied.

These inordinate delays are due to a myriad of complications, not
the least of which is the inherent conflict within Federal agencies.
For instance, the EEO counseling process is cumbersome and often
inefficient and ineffective; the EEO invectigative process takes ab-
solutely ton long to initiate and complete: the informal adjustment
process is equally truncated and disjointed. Often the management
officials involve«f, act in their own self-interestc which conflict with
the objective of achieving an impartial resolution of the matter
giving rise to the complaint; the EEQ decisionmaking process in
agencies too often gives the appearance of J)rotl-cting management
interests, as opposed to rendering ¢ fair and o1 ective decision; and
the EEOC appeals process is interminable in length.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Mr. Rogers, I am going to have to interrupt you
right there. Keep your place. We have to go down and vote on the
markup for the plant cl%sure bill. We will return in about 10 min-
utes.
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Mr. RoGers. Very good.

[Whereupon, the subcommittee was in recess.)

Mr. MARrTINEZ. We are now reconvened.

Mr. Rogers, would you pick up where you left off.

Mr. RoGgers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Moreover, our members have told us that one of the most irritat-
ing and offensive aspects of the discrimination complaint process is
the inequitable manner in which complainants are held to rigid
compliance with the various timeframes for completion of process
steps, while EEO processing staff are not similarly tasked or held
accountable.

We note that within the past year the EEOC has developed a
number of proposed changes to its regulations for discrimination
complaint processing. The foilowing are our recommendations for
making further improvements in managing the discrimination
complaint process:

First, the EEO counseling process should be professionalized and
conducted by skilled and knowledgeable specialists; second, the
EEOC should develop an expedited procedure for effective resolu-
tion of comdplaints at the informal stage; third, all EEO investiga-
tions should be conducted under the direction of the EEOC; fourth,
all complainants should continue to be entitled to the right of a
hearing, without exception; five, all EEOC complaint decisions
should be final decisions and not negotiated decisions; and sixth,
the EEOC'’s staff resources should be increased to accommodate the
foregoing full responsibilities.

Furthermore, we believe very strongly th-t the EEOC should ex-
ercise more frequently its current authority to hold agency officials
accountable for expeditious and effective implementation of dis-
crimination complaint decisions. There needs to be a consequence
for failure to follow a lawful EEO decision.

Blacks in Government supports H.R. 781 because we believe that
the I'ederal Government is a single employer and, as such, must
carry out civil gervice laws in a uniform and consistent manner.
Presently, there is a disKarity between agencies which comply with
EEO laws and those which do not comply. There is no apparent
system of consettlence for failure of an agency to identify and cor-
rect its EEO problems in an affirmative manner. The signals which
noncomplying agencies are sending to those which are complying
are threats to nerit and equity throughout the Federal civil service
system. The system will not long endure if this selective compli-
ance continues.

Therefore, Rlacks in Government urges passage of H.R. 781, with
one additional proviso. Compliance with the requirement to submit
an affirmative action ple~ " ould be required 30 days after EEOC
identifies an insiance . ‘wful and unacceytab e compliance.
HR. 781 may Le the » - . .8 of achieving E&O compliance and
enforcement at this t»

Blacks in Governr.env appreciates this o portunity to appear
b ‘ore the Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities and to
comment on Federal EEO program compliance and enforcement ac-
tivities.

We recommend that the EEOC be given full responsibility for
the minority recruitment program. We propose that the EEOC be
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given complete responsibility for all major components of the dis-
crimination comlglaint process, that is, with adequate staff and
other resources. Finally, we support passage of H.R. 781 because a
system of consequences is needed to avoid noncompliance in the
preparation and submission of the statutorily mandated affirma-
tive action plan.

Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to respond to any questions which
you or any member of the committee may wish to ask.

[The prepared statement of James. E. l{ogers follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES E. ROGERS, JR., NATIONAL PRESIDENT, BLACKS IN
GOVLCRNMENT

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of Blacks in Government, 1 would like to thank you and
the subcomrittee for this opportunity to speak on the important matter of the Fed-
eral Equal Employment Opportunity Program and the enforcement responsibilities
of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. This is a matter of great con-
cern to the members of Blacks in Government.

As background, Blacks in Govertiment is a nonprofit and nonpartisan national or-
ganization of Black Federal, state and local government employees. Our organiza-
Epn_ wzlag'_lfgunded and organized in 1975, and incorporated in the District of Colum-

ia in .

After a d>cade of existence we find that the purposes for which we organized in
1975 are no less critical and essential today. The barriers to equal employment op-
port'.miti; remain a continuing threat and impediment to our progress and participa-
tion in the Federal civil service system. Therefore, we believe it is important for the
Equal Employment Opportunity Comnssion to function efficiently and effectively
in carrying out its statutorily mandated roles and responsibilities for the Federal
Equal Em?loyment ng&rtunity am.

We applaud the E for its efforts in improving certain internal operations,
particularly in the Office of Reviews and Appeals. Our observations and recommen-
dations concerning the EEOC’s compliance and enforcement activities are intended
to encourage constructive and strengthening enhancements.

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AS A SINGLE EMPLOYER

In order to understand the f)remisee upon which Blacks In Government provides
its views of EEQC qperations, I would like tu briefly describe o»r concept of the Fed-
eral government as a single employer. This concept has been evolving since enact-
ment of the Pendleton Act over one hundred hears ago. There are two critical di-
mersions to the concept:

1. As a single employer the Federal gcvernment is obliged to carry out its person-
nel management responsibiiities with consistence and unifo-mity. Civil service laws,
rules and reg. lations must be applied to all Federal agencies and workers, with few
if any exceptiuns.

2. Menit ard eguity are the cornerstones of any viable and realistic civil service
system. Merit and equity are the two sides of tne same coin. You cannot have merit
without equity. All aspects of civil servicz must possess these fundamental charac-
teristics in order to protact the rights of civil servants, and to insure efficiency, ef-
fectiveness and economy of government operations.

We believe that this concept guided the development and enactment of the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978.

The problemas which we are addressing today, concerning equai employment op-

rtunity compliance and enforcement, sgould viewed from the standpoint of the

ederal government as a single employer.

THE FEDERAL AFF!RMATIVE ACTION AND MINORITY RECRUITMENT PROGRAMS

Section 310 of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 establishes the Federal Minor-
ity Recruitment Program as a means of getting Federal agencies to increase the
pool of minorities and women who might qualify for selection of positions in occupa-
tions with clear underrepresentation. The current role of the E is threefold:

1 Consult with the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) on determinations of
occupations with underrepresentation;

2. Establish agency guidelines for the Minority Recruitment Program; and

3. Sent information on determinations of underrepresentation to agencies.
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The clear presumptio in this provision is that agencies will incorporate these de-
term nations of underrcnrescntation and recruitment activities into their affirma-
tive action programs and >l .4.

Blacks in Governme..t “.as serious reservations and concerns with this arrange-
ment We velieve that it w :uld make better management sense to unify all equal
employment opportunity re airements in one agency, the EEQC, for the sake of uni-
formity and con.-istency s well as merit and equity. Also, there is no small amount
of confusion ard comphicaiion: an the part of agencies which 1aust respond to the
paperwork requiremes.ts ¢. both EEQC and OPM.

Just as the framers of the Civil Service Reform Act sought to create a central
personnel organization, so, we believe, it makes good management sense to have a
central equal employment opportunity organization with full responsibility for all
aspects of EEO. In p.int of fact, we think that the roles of EEOC and OPM should
be reversed, that is, EEOC should have full responsibility for the Minority Recruit-
ment Pregram ad OPM should be consulted on personnel aspects. The current ar-
rangement probably further exacerbates agency compliance with the requirement to
prepare and submit Affirmativ.: Action Plans.

We need a one-stop shop for all Federal equal employment opportunity activities.
It is inconceivable to us that a critical responsibility of the Commerce Department's
mission would be handl~d by the Department of Interior; or, that the State Depart-
ment would have to consult with the Department of Labor on some important
aspect of diplomacy.

EEOC COMPLAINT PROCESSING

As you know, the Federal track record for timely and accurate processing of dis-
crimination complaints is abysmal. Acccording to recent studies and anal by the
General Accounting Office, as well as feedback which we have received through our
Agency Watch Program, far too many complaints are experiencing extraordinary
delays Again, we believe that justice delayed is justice denied.

These inordinate delays aic due to a myriad of complications not the least of
which is the inherent conflict within Federal agancies. For instance:

1. The EEO counselling process is curubersome and often inefficient and ineffec-
tive;

l2. The EEO investigative process takes absolutely too long to initiate and com-
plete;

3. The Informal Adjustment process is equally truncated and disoriented. Often
the managment officials involved act in their own self interests which conflict with
the olbjective of achieving a'1 impartial resolution of the matter giving rise to the
complaint;

4. The EEO Decision-making process in agencies too often gives the appearance of
pg-otectigg managment interests, as opposed to rendering a fair and objective deci-
sion; an

5 The EEOC Appeals process is interminabie in length.

Moreover, our members have told us that cne of the most irritating and offensive
aspects of the discrimination complaint process, is the inequitable manner in which
complainants ere held to :igid compliance with the various timeframes for comple-
tion of process steps, while ERO processing staff are not similarly tasked, or held
acountable.

We note that within the past y.ar the EEOC has developed a number of proposed
changes to its regulations for discrimination complaint processing. The following are
our recommendations for making further improvements in managing the discrimi-
nation complaint process:

1 The EEO Counselling process should be professionalized and conducted by
skilled and knowledgeable specialists;

2. The EEOC should develop an expedited procedure for effective resolution of
complaints at the informal stage;

3 All EEO investigations sh.uld ve conducted under the direction of the EEOC;

4 All complainants should continue to be entitled to the right of a hearing, with-
out exception;

5 All %EOC complaint decisions should be final decisions and not negotiated deci-
sions: an

6 The EEOC’s staff resources should be increased to accommodate the foregoing
full responsibilities.

Furthermore, we be'ieve very strongly that the EEOC should exercise, more fre-
quently, its current aulhority to hold agency officials accountable for expeditious
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and effective implementation of discrimination comr':int decisions. There needs to
be a consequence for failure to follow a lawful EEO decision.

H.R. 781: EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION AMENDMENTS OF 1985

Blacks in government supports H.R. 781 because we believe that the Federal gov-
ernment is a single employer, and as such, government must carry out civil service
laws in a uniform and consistent manner. Presently, there is disperity between
agencies which comply with EEO laws and those which do not comply. There is no
apparent system of consequence for failure of an agency to identify and correct its
EEO problems in an affirmative manner. The signals which non-complying agencies
are sending to those which are complying are threats to merit and equity through-
out the Federal civil service system. The system will not long endure if this selective
compliance continues.

Therefore, blacks in Government urges passage of HR. 781 with one additional
proviso. Compliance with the requirement to submit an Affirmative Action Plan
should be required 30 days after EEOC identifies an instance of unlawful and unac-
ceptable compliance. H.R. 781 may be the only means of achieving EEO compliance
and enforcement, at this time.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Blacks in Government appreciates this opportunity to appear before the Subcom-
mittee on Employment Opportunities and to comment on Federal EEO
compliance and enforcement activities.

We reco.nmend that the EEOC be given full responsibility for the Minority Re-
cruitment Program. We propose that the EEOC be given complete responsibility for
all major components of the discrimination cvmplain* process, that is, with adequate
staff and other resources. Finally, we support passage of H.R. 781 because a system
of consequences i8 needed to avoid noncompliance in the preparation and submis-
sion of the statutorily mandated affirmative action plan.

Mr. Chairm.n, I will be ;lad to respond to any questions which yoa or cther mem-
bers of the subcommittee may wish to ask.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Rogers.

Do you have any questions, Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. Just one. You mentioned time when violations are
found. On page 7 you say “Cownpliance with the requirement to
submit an affirmative action plan should be required 30 days after
EEOQOC identifies an instance of unlawful and unacceptable compli-
ance.” Are you suggesting & 30-day remedy would eliminate the
current delay that exists within the statute?

Mr. RoGers. That is correct. In light of the enforcement recom-
mendations made in H.R. 781, we believe that that length of time
should have a time limit imposed upon it, and we would propose
that a 30-day period would be sufficient to get that accomplished.

Mr. Haves. How have blacks faired since 1981 within the Federal
Governmeni? Do you have any numbers?

Mr. Rocers. As far as how we have faired? Unquestionably, we
have not faired as well as we would have liked to. We have also
discovered in our research that 8 number of the employees that
were the subject of RIF’s during the perio: of 1981 to 1983, which
happened to be a number of our members, were treated unfairly
pursuant to the process which was employed through the RIF proc-
ess. We believe that, pursuant to the concept that the Government
is a single employer, these individuals could have been saved in the
prouess, of retraining those individuals to be retained by other
agencies which, in fact, hired persons during that same period of
time.

Mr. Hayes. What do you mean by negotiated decisions?
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Mr. RoGEers. There is a process involved that is currently used of
having the EEOC write recommended decisicns back to the agen-
cies, for the agency’s consideration as to whether or not they will
enforce or implement said decision. In any instance where there is
no final authority by an independent third party, and a y to a
litigation can have input to the implementation process, there is an
inherent conflict of interest.

We by this situation should be similar to that we find in the
labor area, 'n which an arbitrator would come in as an independ-
ent third party——

Mr. Haves. I thought that’s what you meant. I just wanted you
to say it.

Mr. RogEers [continving]. And render a final and binding decision
on the parties.

Mr. Haves. Thank you.

No further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

I need a clarification here because there seems to be two differ-
ent procedures at the EEOC, one for the private and one for the
public sector.

In the private sector, the new policy of the EEOC is to require a
full offering by the employer before there can be any subsejuent
action of conciliation between the employer and the employee.
That occurs when a qualified person has been denied a job because
of discrimination by %IEOC guidelines, the person would have to be
put in that position before any negotiation occurs toward concilia-
tion; then that really restricts an employer from negotiating some-
thing out that might even be in his or the complainant’s best inter-
ests.

Conversely, in the public sector, a victim is asking just for the
EEOC to make a decision. By putting that victim in the job, with-
out any regard for that person or how difficult it is for him to oper-
ate, or maybe negotiate a transfer to another department.
Wouldn’t it be better for that employee?

Am I making myself clear what i’'m talking about?

Mr. Rogens. I believe I understand what you’re saying. Our con-
cern in this area is that the agency has a number of opportunities
through the investigative process and through the various counsel-
ing sessions that are involved internally in the c:ganization to
render some type of negotiated settlement of an issue. Qur concern
is that we're currently operating under a system that has limited
teeth, if any teeth at all, to make the agencies conform to a system.

If we are going to use the EEOC as a third party to come in and
hear both sides of the case, then that party should have with it the
authority to make some type of enforcement or have the authority
to make a final and binding decision on the parties involved.

We have seen instances in which the system is creating a situa-
tion where a number of our members are losing faith in the proc-
ess, and if the system is going to work, we must assure that it is
one in which trust can endure.

Mr. MarTiNEz. What you're saying is that when both parties
come in to tell their side of it, that is the negotiation right there.
The Commission, or whoever the body is that is set up, makes the
final decision at that time.
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So it does not really exclude negotiation; rather it is going back
another time and saying you s work this out and then come to
us with a recommendation and then we’ll decide.

Mr. RocEers. Exactly.

Mr. MARTINEz. Thank you very much.

Miss Argana, you stated that under affirmative action womeu’s
employment in the Federal workforce has increased. But yet you
indicate there is still widespread discrimination and it is stiﬁ a

roblem, and you cite increasing allegations of discrimination. We
ave gained, but still there is increasing discrimination.

How ¢» we explain that paradox?

Miss ARGANA. I think that in many cares—we have gained, but
we haven't gained much; let me put it that way. In 1976—let me
just give you some figures for 1980 and 1983. In grades 1 through 4,
we are still the same, 76.8 percent of the people in those grades are
women, in both years, no cixange at ali. In ﬁades 5 through 8, 64.8
percent were women and 66.5 in 1983. There is not much fam
there. In grades 9 through 12, we have gone from 26.9 o 30.4. In
grades 13 through 15, we have gone from 8.2 to 10.3. In the SES,
the super grades, we have gone from 6.0 to 6.5.

We are gaining, but there is still not enough gain. So I think the
increased number of complaints is not beceuse we’re not in but
we're not being promoted perhaps at an equitable rate.

Mr. MARTINEZ. So it comes from, once you have gained access to
the job——

188 ARGANA. Yes, precisely.

'I’Vlr. MAaRTINEZ [continuing]. Then you are denied upward mobili-
tx?

Miss ARGANA. Yes, that is precisely what it is. We are there, but
ge haven’t been able to be promoted at the same rate as men have

2en.

Mr. MarmiNez. OK. It’s like saying, “‘All right, come on, you're
on the job, but don’t expect anything more than that”?

Miss ARGANA. That’s right.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Very good.

I have one last question that I would like both of you to respond
to. It deals with t%e testimony we heard from the representatives
of the three departments that would not comply with affirmative
plans. The question has to do with their attitudes. How do we ceal
with that situation and, more importantly, how does that affect,
let's say, the blacks, in your particular case, and the women, in
your particular case, witrn them refusing to comply with tne law.

Isn't this going to have an even greater impact on the things
that you're ﬁghtini against?

Miss ARGANA. OF yes, without a doubt. I quite agree that if they
don't comply with the law, they are violating their oath of office.
The problem is there is nothing to be done about it at the
moment—nothing is being done about it.

Mr. MaRTINEZ. Probably the only thing that can be done is for us
to pass out H.R. 781?

Miss ARGANA. Right.

Mr. Rogers. I would like to follow up on that a bit, and that is
why we have pursued the concept that the Federal Government is
a single employer. I am sure that if we were in the private sector,
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if a department or a division of a particular corporation did not
follow corporate policy, the heads of that division would not be
there and they would not have any res nsibility as far as the fur-
therance of the corporate objectives an goals.

We believe that the Federal Government should operate the
same way and that the agencies that make up the Federal Govern-
ment are a part of the Federal Governmuat and are one single em-
ployer. We are one United States and we are one Federal Govern-
ment, and those agencies and departments are just parts. What is
held for one should be equally held for others, and none should
take exception to the general rules of law.

Mr. MArTINEz. What you're saying is 106 have complied and
three have held themselves above the law?

Mr. RogErs. Exactly.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you both very much for joining us today
and giving us your testimony, and thank you for being patient with
us when we had to take that break.

Mr. RoGers. Thank you very much.

Miss ARGANA. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. With that, we are adjourned.

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]

AEROSPACE INDUSTRY EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMITTEE,
Culver City, CA, August 23, 1985,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DeArR MR PResiDENT: It has been widely reported that you are seriously consider-
ing revisin% Executive Order 11246, as amended, and eliminating the requirement
that federal contractors establish numerical goals for the employment of mino.ities
and women. The Aerospace Industry Equal Opportunity Committee (AIEOC) re-
spectfully requests that you reject any recommendation to eliminate the numerical
goal requirement. However, we do be!"eve that modifications can be made to the Ex-
ecutive Order’s implementing regulations and the Department of Labor should be
permitt ~d to begin that review process immediately.

We of Al wonder whly your Administration is so adamant in its opposition (o
the issue of numerical goals. The concept of numerical goals, in its present form,
haus been affirmed by the Johnson. Nixon, Ford, and Carter Administrations. It has
certainly had b(iipartisan support from the Presidency since its inception in the late
sixties. AIEOC does not know of any overriding effort by the business community to
eliminate the nur_erical goal requirement in affirmative action planning. We would
welcome a reduction in unnecessary paperwork requirements and believe significant
revisions could be made to the regulations and still maintain the integrity of the
program. Evidence that there is no effort hy the business communiﬁ' to do away
with numerical goals .5 reflected by the National Association of Manufacturers
public comment that it has endorsed the concept of affirmative action and goals and
timetables.

There is clear evidence that minorities and women have made substantial
rogress in entering the work place and moving up the corporate ladder during the
ast ten years.

All of the studies documenting this Frogress also point out that the contrac' com-
pliance program has played a major role in this eifort. Numerical goals are not new
to the business community and are used in al) facets of our operations. Financial,
saies, production, marketing, and empjoyment goals are all used as a measurement
tool to evaluate progress, and we believe goals to measure the results of our efforts
to employ minorities and women are a sound business practice.

The goals as established in our affirmative action plans are not quotas. We do not
support preferential treatment and do not believe the present regulations require
preferential treatment. We do support equal opportunity and believe the compliance
program is an effort to insure that becomes a reality. Further, the courts have es-
tablished a difference betwzen a goal and a quota, and in so doing, have given valid-
ity to the establishment of 1americal goals in affirmative action plans.
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We strongly believe that the decreased emphasis on affirmative action by your
Admunistration, the weakening of ita regulations (and the elimination of goals and
timetables is clearly a weakening of the regulations), the reduction of OFCCP staff,
and the emphasis toward a voluntary approach will all significantly reduce any
chance for continued progress in the future. It will represent another step backward
in our struggle against employment discrimination. It will, no doubt, have a chilling
effect on the business community and slow down any ongoing programs which have
been designed to improve opportunities for minorities and women.

In summary, AIEOC strongly believes that affirmative action planning does not
abridge the rights of any group of employees, but is an excellent tool to plan and
measure the utilization of all segments of our work force. Numerical goals do not
give preferential treatment to any group/s), but again, are essential to the effective
evaluation and measurement of an employer’s efforts.

AIEOC has seen a great deal of progress in the employment of minorities and
women since the contract compliance program was implemented in 1964. However,
employment discrimination continues in our society, and we must not weaken the
tools that have been designed to serve the needs of all citizens. The elimination of
numerical goals would represent a major setback in our continuing struggle to
achieve equal opportumty, and we hope you will reject any such proposal.

Sincerely,
Jesse R. Rusawcasa. Chair.

[Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
O
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